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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere a transfer of five actions from Mr. 
Justice Farwe.t and fifteen actions from Mr. Justice BuckiEy, 
to Mr. Justice Kexrewicu. 





THE ANNOUNCEMENT that cases in the Crown paper are in future 
to be separated into two lists, one containing appeals from 
county courts, and the other appeals from the decisions of 
magistrates, carries out a much-needed reform which will be 
appreciated, not only by both branches of the profession but 
probably still more by the occupants of the bench. Hitherto 
the promiscuous character of this list has necessitated an iatellec- 
tual leap from one class of case to another of a totally different 
character, which of gs a quite unnecessary strain upon the learned 
judges who had to take it. The change is a sensible one, 
and will certainly tend to the more expeditious despatch of 
business and the true interests of justice. That me yee from 
county courts should go through the Crown Office at all is 
an anomalous accident. It is to be ho — that the change will 
lead to the establishment of a separate department to deal with 
county court appeals. 


Tue case of Graham v. Wroughton, referred to in a leading 
article last week (ante p. 574) has now been before the Court of 
rs who have affirmed the decision of the judge below. 
is is noteworthy because, as was pointed out, the case 
certainly goes a step further than the case of Kinson "Pottery Co. 
v. Poole Corporation (47 W. R. 607), It will be remembered 
that in Graham v. Wroughton an injunction was granted restraining 
a person from passing solid sewage matter into a sewer which, 
though a sewer within the definition in section 4 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, was held, on the evidence, only to have been 
used, and only intended to be used, for surface and slop water. 
These two cases have established the important principle that 
what has hitherto been held to be an absolute right conferred by 
section 21 of the Public Health Act, 1875, is really a qualified 
right, limited to discharging into the sewer only that class of 








sewage matter for which it is in fact constructed and fitted, and 
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further that it is a condition precedent to the right to connect 
tht notice shall have been given to the local authority, whether 
a notice has been prescribed by that authority or not. With all 
deference to the learned judges, it is hard to see how, upon the 
plain language of the section, they could have come to that con- 
clusion. Ricsy, L.J., gave no reasoned judgment, while that of 
Corns, L.J., scarcely dealt with the difficulties raised in argu- 
ment. The learned judge seemed to shrink from the conse- 
quences, which, it must be admitted, might conceivably be very 
serious, of holding that the right given by section 21 was absolute. 
However, the practical point to note is that at present the law 
stands thus: Though a sewer may fall within the definition in 
section 4, it may not be a sewer for ai/ purposes. It may be a 
sewer for taking surface water only, or it may be a sewer for 
taking slop water, orit may be one for taking all sewage 
matter, and the right under section 21 to connect is limited by 
the purpose for which the sewer is used. 


Tue cHarce of bigamy which has been brought against Earl 
Rvusszx1 has caused a good deal of speculation in the daily press 
as to the appropriate procedure upon the trial of a peer for 
felony. His right to be tried by the peers is well established, 
though there are differences of detail, and in one point an 
important difference of principle, according as the House of 
Lords is or is not sitting, at the time of the trial. If the House 
is not sitting the trial takes place in the Court of the Lord 
High Steward, and in old times it was not necessary that 
the whole of the peers should be summoned to form the 
court. It was customary for the Steward to summon a small 
number of the peers and the number might be no more than 
twenty. Obviously this gave the Crown a very oppressive 
power of packing the court, a power specially objectionable 
in cases of treason, and by 7 Will. 3, c. 3, s. 11, it was 
provided that, upon the trial of any peer for treason or 
misprisicn of treason, all peers who had a right to sit and 
vote in Parliament should be duly summoned, and that 
every peer summoned and appearing should vote at the 
trial. When, however, Parliament is sitting, the Court of 
the High Steward is not required, and the House of Lords 
constitutes the court for the trial of a peer indicted for 
treason or felony, or for misprision of treason or felony. 
But practically the court is the same, and it is usual to — 
a High Steward to preside over a trial in the House of Lords. 
The substantial difference between the two courts lies in the 

wer of the High Steward. ‘‘In the Court of the High 
Btew. ” it is said in Foster's Crown Cases (p. 142), 
“he alone is judge in all points of law and practice; the 
peers triers are merely judges of fact, and are summoned by 
virtue of a precept from the High Steward to appear before 
him, ut rei veritas melius sciri poterit.... But ina trial of a 
peer in full Parliament, or to speak with legal precision, before 
the King in Parliament, for a capital offence, whether upon 
impeachment or indictment, the case is quite otherwise. Every 
peer present at the trial (and every temporal peer hath a right 
to be present in every part of the proceeding) voteth upon every 
question of law and fact; and the question is carried by the 
— vote; the High Steward himself voting merely as a peer 

member of that court in common with the rest of the peers, 
and in no other right.” And apparently it would be the same 
upon a trial for an offence that was not capital. 





Tue mosr recent case of a trial of a peer by the House of 
Lords cecurred in 1841, when the Earl of Canpican was indicted 
for wounding Mr. Tucxerr in a duel. Mr. Tucxerr was 
described in the indictment as Harvey Garnett Pures Tvoxerr, 
but the Crown witnesses were unable to fasten all these names 
upon him. It was proved that Harvey Tuckerr was wounded, 
but as to the full description the evidence failed, and by the 


—— of the House of Peers—each member 
= “Not guilty, upon my honour”—the accused was 
= . This result seems to have been due to the direction 
—for such, in fact, it eee Lord Denman who was the 
High Steward. A question which has been frequently discussed in 
this connection is whether a peer can waive his privilege, and con- 


| 





sent to be tried in the ordinary manner. It is pointed out by Mr. 
Pree in his Constitutional History of the House of Lords 
(p. 227) that the report of a committee of twelve peers in 
1341 assumes that the privilege could be waived. The report 
was to the effect that any submission by a peer to the 
jurisdiction of an inferior court was not to prejudice other 
peers, or even himself, on a subsequent occasion. Lord 
Coxe’s view was to the contrary. “A noble man,” 
he says (3 Inst., p. 30), “‘ cannot waive his trial by his peers, and 
put himself upon the trial of the country: for the statute of 
Magna Charta is that he must be tried per pares.” And to the 
same effect is the statement of the law in Hawkins’ Pleas of the 
Crown (vol. 2, p. 585): ‘It is as much the law of the land that 
a peer be tried by his peers, as a commoner by commoners.” 
The matter was discussed in the House of Lords so recently 
as 1887 in connection with the case of Lord Graves. That 
nobleman had been indicted with another person for felony and 
alone for misdemeanour. The charges were for forgery and for 
obtaining money by false representations. They could not, how- 
ever, be substantiated by the evidence, and a verdict of acquittal 
was given on the misdemeanour. In order to secure the same 
result on the other charges and terminate the matter, Lord Graves 
waived his privilege, but this was of no practical importance, 
inasmuch as the Crown was prepared to stop the proceedings. 
An interesting debate subsequently took place in the House of 
Lords (Hansard, vol. cccx., p. 246) as to whether Lord Gravzs 
was entitled to adopt such a course. Lord Corxripas inclined 
to the opinion that he could, but the other lords who spoke, 
including Lord Haussury, ©., and Lord HexnrscHet1, con- 
sidered it to be decided by the authorities that he could not. A 
perusal of the speeches shews that the point is by no means free 
from doubt. 


In «4 cHARGE of murder now proceeding before the magistrates 
at Colchester some of the witnesses are stated to have been 
examined with closed doors, and this course seems to have 
excited considerable comment and question as to its legality. 
Now the proceedings of justices in relation to indictable offences 
are governed chiefly by Jervis’s Act (11 & 12 Vict. c. 42); and 
section 19 provides that “the room or building” where the 
examinations are taken shall not be deemed an open court for 
that purpose, and the justices, in their discretion, may order 
that no person shall have access to, or remain in such place, 
without their permission, if it appears to them that the ends of 
justice will be best answered by so doing.” This seems plain, 
and if it stood alone, no difficulty could arise; but section 20 of 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, provides that “a case 
arising under this Act, or under any other Act, whether past or 
future, shall not be heard, tried, determined, or adjudged by a 
court of summary jurisdiction, except when sittingin open court.” 
Two questions arise upon this—first, is a justice when inquiring 
into a charge of an indictable offence a court of summary jurisdic- 
tion ; secondly, is he hearing ‘‘a case?” As to the first question, 
the Interpretation Act, 1889, seems to answer it in the affirmative, 
for it provides that “‘a court of summary jurisdiction means 
any justice or justices, or other magistrates, to whom jurisdic- 
tion is given by, or who is authorized to act under, the Summary 
Jurisdiction Acts, and whether acting under the Summary 
Jurisdiction Acts, or any of them, or under any other Act, or by 
virtue of his commission, or under the common law.’”’ These 
words are certainly very wide, and there cannot be much doubt 
that a justice hearing a charge of murder is by this provision 
a court of summary jurisdiction. But is he hearing “a case’’? 
It is submitted he is not. He is merely holding an inquiry, and 
will probably only hear one side. If the justice discharges the 


prisoner he is not thereupon acquitted, but™may be charged 


again. His “case” hasnever been tried. Ifthe justice commits 
him for trial, his “case” is heard, tried, and determined 
at the assizes, and is there begun and ended. Hence section 19 
of Jervis’s Act has not been re and magistrates have still 
unimpaired the discretion eget ag them. This question has 
never been brought formally before the High Court, but in 1894 
Mr. Asquiru, when Home Secretary, gave an opinion to this 
effect: see 58 J. P., p. 722. In 1896 also it is said that 
Hawkins, J., when acting as vacation judge, gave the same 
opinion to counsel on each side in a prosecution who wai 
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upon him and asked him for directions: 60J.P.11. It may 
be taken then as fairly well established that justices may 
examine witnesses in camera in a charge of an indictable offence. 
This power might be exercised much more often than it is with 
advantage. No doubt the — publication of the pro- 
ceedings in some cases tends to interfere with the course of 
justice. 





Costs, and the taxation of costs, are always subjects of 
interest to legal itioners. A new question has just arisen 
in the taxation of costs under the Land Clauses Acts. By section 
34 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, the costs of an arbitration, 
to be settled by the arbitrators, are to be borne by the promoters 
of the undertaking unless the arbitrators award the same or a 
less sum than shail have been offered by the promoters of the 
undertaking. And the Oourt of Exchequer, in Gould v. The 
Staffordshire Potteries Waterworks Co. (5 
the arbitrators need not settle the costs in their award, but may 
assess them subsequently to the award. It seems rather stran 
that the Legislature should have ordered that an arbitrator, who 


is often a surveyor or land valuer, should tax the costs of | @ 


solicitors and counsel, but the section remains unrepealed, 
though by subsequent Acts, the last of which is the 
Lands Clauses (Taxation of Costs) Act, 1895, the costs of 
the arbitration and award shall, if either party so requires, 
be taxed and settled as between the parties by one of the 
Masters of the Supreme Court. This being the law, a case 
may arise where the arbitrator or umpire fixes an exorbitant 
sum in the award, as the costs of the award, or makes an oral 
demand for this sum subsequently tothe award. The promoters 

y this amount for the purpose of taking up the award, and, 
by reason of no offer of compensation having been made, the 
costs are to be borne by them; their opponent has no concern 
with the excessive charge, and the question of the excess must 
be settled between them and thearbitrator. It would seem that 
in such a case the Lands Clauses Act, 1895, has no application, 
for there can be no taxation as between the parties. The 
arbitrator is not one of the parties; he is not an officer 
of the court, and there is no power, without his consent, to 
order that his costs and charges should be taxed, though an action 
for money had and received might possibly be brought against 
him to recover the excess in his charges beyond what was a proper 
remuneration. But a new experiment has, we understand, been 
tried. The promoters, liable under the Lands Clauses Act to pay 
the costs of an arbitration, took up an award, and paid the 
arbitrator’s costs of the award. They discovered that part of 
these costs were incurred by the arbitrator in the employment 
of a solicitor to assist him in preparing the award, and thereupon 
took out a summons, as third parties, to have this bill taxed 
under section 38 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, which allows any 
person, not the party chargeable with a bill of costs, but liable 
to pay, or having paid, the bill to the party chargeable with it, 
to apply for a taxation of the bill. We understand that one of 
the masters has, with some hesitation, decided that the 
application can be entertained, but the matter will probably be 
carried further. 





THE a decision of Byxnz, J., in Debenham v. Sawbridge 
(49 W. R. 502) shews that a purchaser upon a sale by the 
court is subject to the same risks as upon any other sale, and if 
he accepts a defective title he has no remedy after conveyance. 
Settled property, which was the subject of a partition action, was 
by order of the court put up for salein July, 1897. In i 
the particulars and conditions doubts arose as to the identity of 
the property to be sold with that comprised in the settlement, 
but ultimately these were considered to have been removed, 
and the entire ae 0 f was included in the sale. One of 
the conditions provided that if any error or misstatement 
thould appear to have been made in the particulars or 
conditions, the sale should not be annulled, but compensa- 
tion should be allowed, the amount to be settled by 
the judge in chambers. The property was sold to the 
plaintiff for £3,810, and in due course the contract was com- 
Pleted and a conveyance executed. The p was 
d and was dealt with under the direction of the court. More 

a year later, an adverse claim was made to a small part of 


. 214), decided that | P 


preparing | meaning of the contract 


the premises, and, it appearing that the claim would be success- 
ful, the plaintiff settled the matter and bought up the adverse 
interest by paying £300 and also £50 for costs, in addition to 
£25, the amount of his own costs. He thereupon claimed to 
recover this £375 against the vendors of the property. Un- 
fortunately, however, for his claim, the only condition w 
which he could rely was the one referred to above, and 
it is settled, refers only to cases of error in quantity or 
description, not to cases of defect of title. The point arose 
upon a sale by the court under a similar condition in Zr parte 
Riches (27 Soutcrrors’ Journat, p. 313), and it was held by the 
Court of Appeal that no compensation could be obtained where 
it app after conveyance that a vendor who sold as owner 
in fee was really only entitled for life. Asa general rule, of 
course, the conveyance puts an end to the contractual rights of 
the ies, though an exception is allowed in cases where & 
makes a claim under a condition allowing compensa- 
tion for misdescription. The purchaser is not supposed to find 
out the error before conveyance, and his right to compensation 
accordingly survives: Palmer v. Johnson (13 Q. B. D. 351). But, 
from special condition, the conveyance terminates the right 
of the purchaser to recover compensation, and, the condition 
being inapplicable, he had no such right in Debenham v. Saw- 
bridge. e moral is, that a purchaser under the court must not 
relax any vigilance which would usually be exercised, and if he 
fails to obtain a good title, he must not expect to follow the 
purchase-money for the sake of obtaining compensation. 





Ir 1s the rule of the court to interfere by injunction to prevent 
the breach of a negative stipulation, but to hold its hand in the 
case of a positive stipulation and leave the i 
remedy in ; and where there is a tive and also a 
negative stipulation, as in Lumley v. Wagner PD. M. & G. 604), 
it will interfere by injunction to restrain a breach of the latter 
stipulation only. The reason is obvious enough. The court can 
secure that its order forbidding a man to do a particular act is 
enforced, but it is quite another thing te enforce an order com- 

ing him to do an act. To carry this distinction into effect, 
owever, it is by no means necessary that there should be an 
express mg stipulation. If the parties have expressed 
themselves by a positive stipulation in such a manner that a 
negative stipulation must obviously be implied, then the court 
ill fasten on such implied negative stipulation, and will enforce 
it by injunction. There is, however, a in this process, 
for the Oourt of Appeal may decline to see the —, stipula- 
tion which has seemed clear enough to the judge of instance, 
Thus in Whitwood Chemical Co. v. Hardman (39 W. R. 483; 
1891, 2 Oh. 416), where the of a company had 
for a specified period to give the whole of his time to 
company’s business, KEKEWICH, J., saw an implied negati 
stipulation that he would not give any of his time to y by 
business, and he granted an injunction accordingly ; the 
Court of Appeal declined to admit that the parties had 
contracted in this sense, and the vo Beoply On (Lema 
The recent case of Metropolitan Electrie Supply Co. (Limi 4 
Ginder (49 W. R. 508) does not, at first sight, seem 
different, but Bucxizy, J., thought himself in 
tinguishing it from the previous case. A customer of 
electric lighting company agreed to take the whole of 
electric a uired for his premises from the company 
five years. He did not bind himself to take any quanti 
and there was no negative stipulation. 


not 
electric supply elsewhere, and Bucxtxy, J., read this negative 
stipulation into the et SS oa an injunction 
accordingly. He distinguished Whi Chemical Co. v. Hard- 
man on the ground that the contract there was for personal 
services. A man might to give his “whole time” in a 
business sense without intending to bind himself not to serve 
anyone else, but this construction is inadmissible where it is a 
case of taking ee SS See, of a commodity. 
It is then a necessary result that none sh: taken elsewhere. 
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By szcron 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, a right of for. 
feiture under a proviso in a lease is not enforceable by action or 
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— until the statutory notice specifying the breach com- 
plained of, and requiring it to be remedied, has been served. In 
spite of the introduction of “or otherwise” it is not at first 
ht obvious that this extends to a peaceable re-entry, especially 
where the lessee is a consenting party, but if the rights of other 
persons are involved the case is different, and the effect of the 
section is to prevent these rights from being lost. In Re Riggs 
(1901, 2 K. B. 16) a lease contained a covenant not to assign 
without licence, and a proviso for re-entry on bankruptcy. The 
lessee was adjudicated bankrupt on his own petition, and, 
before a trustee had been appointed, the lessor peaceably 
re-entered on the premises without having first served the 
statutory notice. The trustee in bankruptcy demanded that 
possession should be given to him, and in this demand he was 
sustained by Wricut, J. Referring tothe words of the section, 
he observed that no mode of enforcing a right of forfeiture 
otherwise than by action had been suggested except that of 
peaceable entry, and it is to be remembered that, however 
ble it may be, the lessor is thereby enforcing his rights. 
t is this putting his rights in force which the law forbids 
except on the prescribed terms, and the failure of the lessee to 
object to the entry did not —_ the interest of his trustee. 
In the same case Waicut, J., also decided that the adjudication 
of the lessee as a bankrupt on his own petition did not 
operate as an assignment within the meaning of the proviso 
against assignment, so as to enable the lessor, by virtue of section 
14, sub-section 6, to take advantage of the forfeiture without 
notice. Bankruptcy on the petition of a creditor operates as an 
involuntary assignment, and does not fall within the proviso: 
Doe v. Bevan (3 M. & 8. 353). The same result follows, even 
where the lessee is the moving party, inasmuch as the assign- 
ment, though ultimately caused by him, is nevertheless the act 
of the law, and not within the ordinary assignments aimed at in 
the covenant. Bankruptcy, indeed, is separately provided for 
by the lease, as was the case in Re Riggs, and there is no need 
to apply to it the covenant against assignment. 





In THE case of Royal Exchange Assurance Corporation v. 
Sjoforsakrings Aktie-Bolaget Vega (reported elsewhere), Bicuam, 
J., has given an important decision upon a question of marine 
insurance. By section 93 (2) of the Stamp Act, 1891, it is 
provided that ‘‘no policy of sea insurance made for time 
shali be made for any time exceeding twelve months.” In 
spite of this apparently plain provision, there is a practice 
among underwiters of adding to twelve months’ time 
policies a clause known as a “‘ continuation clause ”’ to the effect 
that if the ship should be at sea or abroad at the expiration of 
the policy she should remain covered by the insurance until 
arrival at the port of final destination in this country. In the 
present case such a clause was added to a twelve months’ policy 
issued by underwriters on the ship Merrimac for £4,200. To the 
extent of £1,050 the risk was reinsured for the underwriters on 
the same terms by the plaintiff company, and the plaintiff com- 

y in turn reinsured £750 with the defendants, who were a 
wedish marine insurance company. This last policy was not 
stamped. When the twelve months expired, The Merrimac was at 
Quebec and she was alleged to have been seriously damaged. 
Her owner decided to have her brought home under temporary 
repairs, and she sailed from Quebec and was lost on the voyage. 
Under these circumstances the defendants declined to admit that 
they were liable on the re-insurance policy for £750, though they 
did not rely on the invalidity of the continuation clause. That 
point was taken by the judge. The plaintiffs sought to cure 
the defect by treating the policy as in effect two policies— 
one a time policy for the joule months and the other a voyage 
policy. But Bicuax, J., rejected this contention on the ground 
that the termini of the voyage were not stated, and such state- 
ment is essential to the validity of a voyage policy. It was, he 
admitted, possible to sever the good part of a time policy with a 
continuation clause from the bad, so as to make the policy 
enforceable if the loss took place during the twelve months. 
But here the Joss was subsequent to that period and was 
therefore not covered by any valid insurance. Moreover, 
the court was bound, by section 14 of the Stamp Act, 


1891, to take the objection, notwithstanding that the defen- | 


dants were content to waive it. The court by that section 
must take note of any omission in the stamping of an 
instrument produced in evidence, and if the omission cannot be 
cured, it is not available for any purpose whatever. Policies of 
marine insurance can, by section 95 (2), be stamped after 
execution on payment of a penalty of £100, but the provision 
appears to assume that the policy is valid. A policy which is 
by statute invalid cannot be so stamped, and the objection 
taken by the court was therefore fatal. 








CONVEYANCES UNDER THE LAND TRANSFER 

ACT, 1897. 
Ir has been recognized ever since the passing of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, that the Legislature, in attempting by a few 
short provisions to assimilate the law respecting the devolution 
of real and personal estate, while at the same time retaining the 
beneficial rights of the persons entitled under the former law, 
had undertaken a task of great difficulty, and that the attempt 
was likely to lead to uncertainty and litigation. That this fore- 
cast was abundantly justified has already been shewn by various 
cases which have come before the courts, but most signally, 
perhaps, by the recent case of Re Cary and Lott’s Contract (reported 
elsewhere). ‘‘Study of the Act,” said Kxxewicn, J., in his 
judgment in that case, “‘for the purpose of determining this 
particular question’”’—the nature of which will presently 
appear—“ has disclosed numerous and great difficulties of 
construction and of the application to the new statutory 
provisions of old rules; and having regard to these diffi- 
culties and to the danger of indicating an auswer to any 
question which has not been argued, and the equal danger of 
suggesting questions which after all may not require solution, 
I think it best to decide the point actually before me on as 
simple grounds as circumstances permit, and with a statement of 
as few reasons as are compatible with judicial decision.” When 
a judge of Mr. Justice Kexzwicn’s experience uses such 
language, the profession generally may regard themselves as 
well warranted in the opinion that in traversing the province 
marked out by Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, they are 
upon ground which is singularly full of legal snares and 
pitfalls. 

It is now familiar that section 2 (2) of the Act provides that 
in the administration of real estate by the personal repre- 
sentatives, upon whom by law it devolves, the powers, rights, 
duties, and liabilities of such representatives in respect of 
personal estate shall, so far as applicable, apply to real estate 
“ag if that real estate were a chattel real vesting in them or 
him”; and by sub-section 3, in the administration of the 
assets of a person dying after the 31st of December, 1897, his 
real estate is to be administered “in the same manner, subject 
to the same liabilities for debts, costs, and expenses, and with 
the same incidents, as if it were personal estate,” with a proviso 
that the order in which real and personal assets respectively are 
liable to be applied in payment of debts, &c., is not to be altered. 
Subject, however, to this proviso, and subject to the provision 
of section 2 (1), which preserves the beneficial interests 
of persons entitled to the real estate, the effect of the Act 
appears to be to place real and personal estate upon the 
same footing for the purposes of administration. Such 
purposes, however, being satisfied, then section 3 comes into 
play, and sub-section 1 provides for the transfer of the real 
estate to the beneficial owners. Since, however, such transfer 
may in practice be prior to the satisfaction of the liabilities to 
which the real estate is exposed, the maintegance of this liability 
is contemplated by the provision which came in question in Lv 
Cary and Lott's Contract. 

“ At any time,” so runs section 3 (1), “‘ after the death of the 
owner of any land, his personal representatives may assent to 
any devise contained in his will, or may convey the land to any 
person entitled thereto as heir, devisee, or otherwise, and may 
make the assent or conveyance, either subject to a charge 
for the payment of any money which the personal representatives 
are liable to pay, or without any such charge.” The qualifica- 
tion of the conveyance to an heir or devisee, which is thus 





expressly sanctioned by the Act, has naturally been adopted 
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in practice, and, following the words just quoted, a conveyance 
of real estate by a legal personal representative to the person 
beneficially entitled is usually expressed to be ‘‘subject to a charge 
usually for all moneys, if any, which the personal representatives 
of ” the deceased “are liable to pay.” Of course, if the estate is 
still unadministered, and there are outstanding debts which it is 
known that the personal representatives are liable to satisfy, the 
effect of these words is obvious. Such debts form an express 
charge upon the real estate, and only upon this footing do 
the beneficial owners and persons claiming under them take it. 
Supposing, however, that all the liabilities of which the 
personal representatives have notice have at the date of the con- 
veyance been satisfied, and that the words have simply been 
put in as a measure of precaution, are they still operative to 
charge the estate conveyed, and is it essential that upon any 
subsequent sale the vendor, since he cannot prove affirmatively 
that there are not any outstanding debts, shall give a sufficient 
indemnity against such as there may happen to be? 

The question thus put was that which was raised in the 
present case. By his will made in 1878, R. 8S. 8. Cary 
devised certain freehold estates to trustees, with a power of 
sale, to hold upon trust for several persons in strict settle- 
ment. The testator died in September, 1898. In the 
following December the executors published the usual statutory 
notice to creditors, and prior to September, 1899, they 
had paid or provided for all claims on the testator’s estate of 
which they had notice. In that month the executors conveyed 
the real estate devised in trust to the trustees, and the convey- 
ance contained a declaration in the words already given, that 
the property was conveyed subject to a charge for the payment 
of any money which the personal representatives of the testator 
were liable to pay. In February last the trustees agreed to sell 
a portion of the property, and the purchaser made a requisition 
requiring the vendors to give a proper indemnity against all the 
outstanding debts and liabilities of the testator, and all moneys 
which, at the date of the conveyance, the personal representatives 
were liable to pay and which still remained unpaid. This 
indemnity the vendors refused to give, and a summons was taken 
out for the purpose of determining whether the charge created 
by the conveyance was such as to justify the requisition. 

Primd facie it would seem that the statutory notices for 
creditors, since they barred the liability of the executors in 
respect of unknown claims, also prevented any charge from 
arising under the conveyance. The charge was only “for the 
payment of any money which the personal representatives 
are liable to pay,” and in the absence of such liability there 
appears to be no chance of the charge becoming effective. But 
before accepting this conclusion, it is necessary to look more 
closely at the provision which enables an executor to 
distribute the estate with safety to himself. Formerly, 
as was pointed out by Kzexewicn, J., in the present case, 
perfect safety could only be secured by having recourse 
tothe court. ‘‘ Prior to the Act 22 & 28 Vict. c. 35,” he said, 
“an executor remained liable to creditors, notwithstanding all 
precautions on the executor’s part, and want of notice of claims, 
and, indeed, absolute safety could only be obtained under an 
administration judgment.” But by section 29 of that Act— 
the Law of Property Amendment Act, 1859—it is provided that 
where an executor has given such notices for creditors and 
other claimants as the court would have given in an administra- 
tion action, he may at the end of the specified period distribute 

® assets among the persons entitled thereto, having regard to 
the claims of which he has notice, and shall not be liable for 
the assets so distributed to any person of whose claim he has 
not had notice. There follows, however, the proviso that nothing 
In the Act shall prejudice the right of any creditor or 
claimant to follow the assets into the hands of the persons 
whé may have received the same. Now, with regard to the 
following of personal estate into the hands of legatees, 
the doctrines of equity are well settled. An executor who has 


they come” (Newman v. Barton, 2 Vern. 205), though the 
liability ceases as soon as they pass into the hands of a purchaser 
for value without notice: see Dilkes v. Broadmead (2 De G.F. & J. 
566). It was possible, then, that the charge created by the 
conveyance in Re Cary and Lott's Contract operated so as to enable 
a creditor to follow the real estate, notwithstanding that the 
liability of the excutors had come to an end. This would be so 
if section 29 of the Act of 1859 was by virtue of Part I. of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, made applicable in its entirety to real 
estate, and if the proviso to the section preserved outstanding 
liabilities as against such estate. 

Kexewicu, J., refused, however, to allow this result in the 
absence of express enactment extending the liability of the real 
estate in the manner suggested. Prior to the Act of 1897 real 
estate could not have been followed into the hands of a purchaser 
from the heir or devisee, and the Act is not to be regarded as 
altering the liability of the real estate in this respect. Real 
estate could, of course, have been made assets for payment of 
debts by means of an administration action, and in this way it 
could be followed into the hands of the heir or devisee; 
but after a sale by the heir or devisee it became dis- 
charged from the liability, and the creditor who did 
not obtain judgment for administration till after the sale 
had his remedy only against the proceeds of sale in the 
hands of the recipient: see judgment of Mettisu, LJ., in 
British Mutual Investment Co. v. Smart (L. R. 10 Ch. 567). 
Practically, as already pointed out, the purchaser of personalty 
from a legatee is in the same position, and if the conveyance in 
Re Cary and Lott’s Contract had not contained the words of 
charge, it would have been clear that no liability could attach to 
the land in the hands ofa purchaser. If, however, the words of 
charge, could be regarded, by force of the proviso to section 29 
of the Act of 1859, as applying to debts for which the land was 
originally liable, although the liability of the executors had 
ceased, then this exemption of the land in the hands of a 
purchaser would be at an end. He would take the land 
expressly subject to the charge, and he could not 
rely on the ordinary doctrine which saves the land in his 
hands from liability. This result, however, if it is correct, is 
based entirely on the proviso to section 29, a proviso which was 
originally applicable only to personal estate, and Kexewicu, J., 
declined to extend it for this purpose to real estate. It may be 
objected that this is opposed to the general principle of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, which is to place real and personal 
estate on the same footing. But the doctrine of following assets, 
with which the proviso is concerned, is peculiar to personal 
estate, and there is no necessity for extending the operation of 
the proviso so as to put real estate practically in a worse position 
than personal estate. The object of section 3 (1) in authorizing 
@ conveyance to the beneficial owners, subject to a charge for 
money for which the personal representatives are liable, is to 


facilitate an early disposal of the property. The charge should 
not be made a means for fastening upon the property 
impediment to transfer. The decision of the learned judge is 
convenient, and it follows the principle of cautious oo 
which he laid down as specially applicable to the Land er 
Act. At the same time, it shews x 
already administered the estate, the words in question are need- 
less and embarrassing, and ought not to 
conveyance to devisees. 


a fresh 
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Mr. T. Willes Chitty was entertained on the 14th inst. at the Café 


Royal by a large number of his old tm gu to celebrate his appointment as 
Master in the King’s Bench Divi 

Boyle, K.C., and the following, amongst many others, were 
Henry Newbolt, Mr. H. L. Ste 
Mr. Llewelyn Davies, Mr. G. 


ion. The chair was taken by Mr. E. 
t: Mr. 


hen, Mr. Ernest Pollock, Mr. J. A. Nix, 
Ricketts, and Mr. Frank Newbolt. 
The balance-sheet of the memorial fund to the late Sir Frank Lockwood 


has just been iseued. The subscribers included the King, the Duke of 
Cornwall and York, the Duke of Devonshire, the Earl of Rosebery, the 
Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, the judges and members of the 


paid a legatee cannot himself call upon the legatee to refund in | bar, and the total amount was £1,401 14s. This sum was expended on the 


order to meet the subsequently discovered claim of a creditor, 


uisiti f trait of Sir F. Lockwood by Mr. Arthur S. Oo 
ion of a por y a 


A.R.A., now at Lincoln’s-inn, which will be offered 


b : 4 
ecause by the pees he has admitted the sufficiency of the National Portrait Gallery ; the oS «aman aioe tx Seah 


assets ; but with the creditor it is different, and he has an 
undoubted right to follow the assets. ‘A creditor,” it has been 
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to Lady Lockwood, 
infant's cot at the London Hospital. It is to 
mall balan oa Benevolent Amociation. 


said, ‘shall follow the assets in equity into whosesoever hands | hand over the small balance left to the Barristers’ 
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THE CONSTRUCTION OF SECTION z5 OF THE SALE 
OF FOOD AND DRUGS ACT, 187s. 

Tuxe is never wasted by the judges dealing with substantial 
questions touching that most im t subject, the purity of 
food. Under the Adulteration Acts, as has often been noticed in 
these columns, it frequently happens that the morally innocent 
has to suffer for the public good. If, however, the law is not to be 
0 contempt, - Pegs should be protected as far as 

is possibly consistent wi ublic good. Hence it is provided 
by section 25 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, that a 
defendant shall be discharged in any prosecution under the Act 
if he prove “that he had purchased the article in question as the 
same in nature, substance, and quality as that demanded of him 
by the utor, and with a written warranty to that effect ; that 
he had no reason to believe at the time when he sold it that the 
article was otherwise, and that he sold it in the same state as 
when he purchased it.” An innocent retailer, therefore, of an 
adulterated article is protected, but only on condition that he 
has bought with this written warranty. Whether or not a 
particular document is sufficient to satisfy this condition, is 
therefore a question of great importance, and one upon which 
-_ has been some confusion and differences of opinion among 

One of the chief difficulties has arisen where the retailer 
makes a contract for the supply of an article to be delivered 
to him = at short intervals extending over a 
considerable time. The best and most important example 
of this sort of contract is that for the sale to the retailer 
of a daily quantity of milk. The farmer and the dealer 
enter into a written agreement for the supply of milk, and 
the farmer warrants that all milk supplied shall be pure 
and unadulterated and with all its cream on. In such a case 
a Divisional Oourt held in Harris v. May (32 W. R. 595, 12 
Q. B. D. 97) that in a prosecution against the dealer for selling 
milk deficient in cream, this contract was not a sufficient 
protection, as it did not refer specifically to the actual 
milk the subject of the proceedings, having been 
entered into months before the sale in question. In Zhe 
Farmers’ Dairy Co. v. Stevenson (60 L. J. M. ©. 70) another 
Divisional Court, upon practically the same facts, came to a 

conclusion, and Srzpuen, J., said “In the agreement 
there was a written warranty that the milk to be delivered was 
to be pure new milk and with all its cream on, and the fact that 
the milk was not to be delivered all at one time does not, to my 
mind, make any difference.” In Laidlaw v. Wilson (42 W. R. 78; 
1894, 1 Q. B. 74) Cuanrtzs, J., made a not very convincing attempt 
to explain the judgment in the first mentioned case, but the 
court followed the principle of The Farmers’ Dairy Co. y. Stevenson. 
He said that in Harris v. May Lord Cotzrmncz meant that the 
warranty was not such as would cover the specific delivery of 
milk, in the absence of some written evidence that the delivery 
was made under the contract; whilst in the case before him 
there was evidence in writing connecting the delivery with the 
previouscontract. In the later case of Hobertson v. Harris (1900, 
2Q. B. 117) the court adopted this explanation of Cnantzs, 
J., and closely followed Harris v. May, holding that there 
must be something in writing to shew that the warranty 
in the general agreement is extended to and includes 
the specific article. 

Last week again the matter was before a Divisional 
Court in the case of Liliott v. Pilcher. In this case the 
justices had dismissed the summons on production of the 
contract and verbal evidence that the delivery of milk in 
question was made under the contract. On appeal by the 
inspector, the court was confronted with a series of puzzling 
decisions. It decided, however, that Harris v. May and Laidlaw 
v. Wilwn are irreconcilable, and the latter is to be preferred. 
Also, that, as Robertson v. Harris was decided in an attempt 
to follow the suggested, but unconvincing, explanation 
of Harris v. May, it must also be rejected, and the decision 
of the justices must be upheld. 

It is to be hoped that the courte will be content in the 
future to follow this decision and end the present con- 
fusion. It is submitted that this last case is clearly right. 
Why should written evidence be required to connect 


the contract with the article? The statute certainly does 
not say so, and verbal evidence may = be given to 
identify the subject-matter of any contract. either does the 
statute say that there must be a specific warranty with each 
delivery. It merely requires that the article shall have been 
purchased ‘‘ with a written warranty.” What argument then 
can be brought forward against the correctness of the words of 
SreruEn, J., quoted above? It seems perfectly plain that an 
action would lie on the contract, and if so it is hard to see why it 
should not sufficiently protect the retailer. 








REVIEWS. 
THE STOCK EXCHANGE. 


THE RULES AND USAGES OF THE STOCK EXCHANGE: CONTAINING 
THE TEXT OF THE RULES AND AN EXPLANATION OF THE GENERAL 
CovuRsE OF BUSINESS, WITH PracTIcAL NoTES AND COMMENTS 
AND A Fut EXposiTrion OF ALL DEcIDED Law CasEs AFFECTING 
THE Stock ExcHancs. By G. HERBERT STUTFIELD, B.A. (Oxon.), 
Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EpITIon. By the AUTHOR and HENRY 
— CauTuEyY, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson 


The many cases of im ce relating to Stock Exchange tran- 
sactions which have lately engaged the attention of the courts full 
justify a new edition of this work, which will doubtless be muc 
appreciated, since it more than maintains the standard of excellence 
attained by previous editions. As a legal text-book some very 
obvious criticisms might be offered, which, however, are disarmed when 
on turning to the introduction we find that the authors admit 
defects of arrangement and want of logical co-ordination, and ex- 
eee that they have given the rules, usages, facts, and practice of 

tock Exchange business the primary place, at times to the exclusion 
of the ordinary legal principles of law. The scope of the book, there- 
fore, has its limitations, and is, ps, more for the layman than 
the lawyer, but it will be found to throw much light on difficult 
questions of Stock Exchange practice which it is of the highest 
importance for the lawyer to thoroughly grasp before he can properly 
apply the ordinary principles of law to them. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
PORTSMOUTH v. SEWARD. No.2. June 1éth. 


Goopw1Lt—AssIGNMENT—OoveENANT Not To Practise Un zses ‘‘ SpecraLly 
Invited ’’—InsUNCTION. 


This was an appeal from an order of Kekewich, J., granting an 
interlocutory injunction against the defendant, and it raised a question 
whether the defendant had committed or intended to commit a breach of 
covenant. The question was one of pure construction and the facts were 
not in dispute. It appeared that prior to the year 1889 the defendant 
Seward and one Thomas carried on business as architects and surveyors 
both at Swansea and Cardiff, at both of which places they had offices. The 
plaintiff Portsmouth was m the employ of Seward and Thomas at their 
Swansea office. On the 9th of January, 1889, Seward and Thomas entered 
into an t with Portsmouth for the sale to him of the Swansea 
business, and covenanted with him that they would not practise as architects 
or surveyors at Swansea, nor open an office there, so long as the plaintiff 
remained in ice at Swansea, but the eaid Seward and Thomas thereby 
reserved to themselves the right to act professionally ‘‘when called upon 
or specially invited.’’ Some time after the date of the said agreement the 
Swansea Harbour Trustees issued advertisements, not only locally but 
| generally, —— architects to send in designs for their new offices. The 
defendant Se saw this advertisement, not in a local newspaper, and 
applied for the conditions under which the competition was to take 
place, from which it appeared that the plans were to be sent 
in anonymously. Sew sent in his plens, as did also the 
laintiff. Out of a large number of = sen in, six were selected 
or further consideration, amongst which were included those of the 
defendant but not those of the plaintiff. The plaintiff thereupon com- 
menced the present proceedings for an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from committing a breach of the covenant in the said agreement. 
| Kekewich, J., held that if the defendant did this work he would be 
in Swansea, and that he was not ‘ y invited ’’ because 
took the initiative by sending in his plans, and therefore he granted the 
injanction. The defendant now appealed. 

Tux Oovrt (Ricsy and Ooiiis, L..JJ.) allowed the pea They were 
of opinion that, when the whole of the ent was taken together, the 
meaning was clear and there was no culty in construing it. The 
defendant and Thomas sold the Swansea business to the plaintiff, who was 
anxious to step into the local business. They were, however, desirous 
continuing to at Cardiff, and did not renounce their 
to practise. agreement was directed to merely local , There 
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was a broad distinction ape gees agg ge wee piece of 
work or what might be called a particular job What the defendant 
had done in the present case could not be said to be ——s at Swansea. 
He had not given up his right to accept a special invitation. That was 
the general scope of the agreement, Here the harbour trustees advertised 
for an architect. That might be a general invitation, but only for the 
purpose of forming a judgment as to whom they should spesiaiy invite. 
The defendant sent in his credentials, and on their being accepted he was 
specially invited. That was not practising at Swansea, the judge 
below was wrong in granting the injunction.—CounseL, Warrington, K.C., 
and Colt; Renshaw, K.O., and Christopher James. Soticrtors, Thos. D. 
Jones, for Frank Thomas § Andrews, Swansea; Warriner § Co., for Cood § 
Ardagh, Cardiff. 
[Reported by 8, E. Wiit14ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 


FORBES SMITH ». FORBES SMITH. No.2. 13th and 14th June. 


Practice—OnrperR as To Costs—Arrrat—FimvaL Onper—Wire’s PerirTion 
—Husnann’s Petirion—Uosts aGatnst Co-RESPONDENT—Costs oF WIFE'S 
Perition—Party to ProcegpiIncs—JURISDICTION—MATRIMONIAL CAUSES 
Act, 1857, s. 34. 


This was an appeal against a decision by the President of the Probate 
Division ordering the co-respondent to pay the costs of a suit he 
wife, to which he was not a party, as well as those of a suit by the husband, 


to which he was a party asco-respondent. On the 2nd of February, 1900, 
the wife presented a petition for judicial tion, on the ground of the 
husband’s adultery and cruelty. On the 27th of March, 1900, the husband 


presented a petition for the dissolution of the marriage on the ground of 
the wife’s adultery. On the 26th of April, 1900, the Registrar made an 
order “* coneolidating ’’ the two suits. On the 18th of July, 1900, the two 
suits came on for trial. The wife’s counsel opened her suit, and stated 
that he was unable to prove the against the husband, and must 
withdraw them. he a pmo om heard, and a > ng 
nisi Was pronoun upon it, costs against the co- 
respondent. The decree was afterwards made absolute. On the taxation 
of the costs the question arose whether the co-respondent could 
be ordered to pay the husband’s costs of the wife’s suit as 
well as those of the husband’s suit. The learned President held that, by 
reason of the ‘‘ consolidation ’”’ order, the two suits had become one, and 
consequently he had jurisdiction, under section 34 of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1857, to order the co-respondent to pay the costs of both suits, 
and he made an order accordingly. The co-respondent appealed. 
section 34, ‘*‘ Whenever in any petition presented by a husband thealleged 
adulterer shall have been made a co-respondent, and the adultery shall 
have been established, it shall be lawful for the court to order the adulterer 
to pay the whole or any part of the costs of the proceedings.’’ By section 
5 of the Supreme Court or Judicature Act, 1880, ‘‘ Subject to the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Acts, and the Rules of Court made thereunder, and to 
the express provisions of any statute, whether passed before or after the 
commencement of this Act, the costs of and incident to all proceedings in 
the Supreme Court, including the administration of estates and trusts, 
shall be in the discretion of the court or judge, and the court or judge 
shall have full power to determine by whom and to what extent such costs 
are to be paid.’ 

Tue Oovrt (Riesy and Cottis, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Ricsy, L.J.—I am of opinion that the order appealed from ought to be 
reversed, on the grounds which will be given by Collins, L.J. 

Cotuins, L.J.—The first point that arises in this case is whether we can 
hear this appeal at all. It is said that this is an appeal from an inter- 
locutory order, and that leave to bring the appeal has not been obtained. 
On the authorities cited I have come to the conclusion that this was not an 
interlocutory appeal, but a final one. It seems to me that this order as to 


the costs which is appealed from is a part of the final jaae, and 
I do not think it is any less a of the final —— use it is 
separated by a few days from the judgment iteelf. e cases of The 


City of Manchester (5 P. D. 221) and Marsden v. The Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Railway Co. (29 W. BR. 580, 7 Q. B. D. 641) are authorities 
for that proposition. I think, therefore, that this order is not an 
interlocutory order working out the decree, but is of the final 
decree itself. This, then, being a final appeal, we come to the question 
whether the order of the learned President is right. The es have 
consentet to this case being tried by two judges. The question turns on 
section 34 of the Act of 1857. The power to order the co-re! dent to 
pay costs isa statutory one. It seems to me that the learned President 
was quite right in holding that the provision of section 34 is limited to the 
costs of a suit to which the co-reepondent isa party. ‘‘ The ings,’’ 
must mean the song» in'a suit to which the co-respondent isa party 
—that is, a petition presented by a husband to which the alleged aduiterer 
is a co-reepondent, and in which the adultery is established. The section 
gives no er to visit the co-respondent with the costs of any 
w which he is not a party. Then comes what is called a “ consolidation ’ 
order. It seems to me that this order is not a ‘‘ consolidation” order in 
the only sense which would make it material for the present purposes. 
There is no power given in the Act of 1857 to “‘consohdate”’ suits 
and there is no provision for that purpose in the Divorce Court Rules. The 
old practice as to consolidation m the common law courts is stated in 
*s Practice. The cases in which a consolidation order was made were 
actions brought by the same plaintiff. It seems to me that the practice 
has no application to cross-actions or actions not between the same 
such as a suit by a wife against her husband and by a husband his 
wife and a co-respondent. To apply the term ‘“‘consolidation”’ to an 
order such as that made in the present case is a misuse or loose use of the 
term. The two sui 


tri puis wnae be consolidated, 
unless the proceedings ‘the wlte’s oult Santana tea 





ings in the husband’s suit, the co- it cannot be visited with the 
suvensliings to SUL he sash e meclye dies ben bed aaleiopendiaises 
pro w e a re n 

Bo coneilidetien at common law; the order is only an arrangement 
for the convenience of oe suits together. Then comes section 
5 of the Act of 1890. e President satisfactorily disposed of 
the argument on that section. He said there must be some limitation of 
the words: The power to order payment of costs must be confined to 
parties to the The section does not confer jurisdiction to 
visit a co-respodent with costs unless he is a party to the proceedings, 
and here he is not a party unless the consolidation order made one. I 
have ony soe my — for holdi yo rape tg appre 
co-respondent a y to the proceedings 6 wife’s suit. my opinion 
the learned P: ent had no jurisdiction to make the order, though if 
he had had jurisdiction he might have had abundant ground for ne 
his discretion in the way he did.—Oovunszt, Marshall Hall, K.C., 
Moore ; Grazebrook. 


[Reported by J. I. Srintixe, Barrister-at-Law. | 
GRAHAM v. WROUGHTON. No.2. 13th June. 


Loca Government—Nuisance ny Sswace—Use or Dramn—Sswer— 
Norice—Pvusuic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 21. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Seen. @ re ante, p. 484). 
The plaintiff, . Graham, of Green k, Wetheral, Cumberland, 
applied for an injunction to restrain the defendants ‘from continuing to 
drainage and filth into and upon her land from houses in their 
occupation through a drain passing under a highway separating the houres 
from the plaintiff’s land, and thence en to her land. The facts, accord- 
ing to —— evidence, which were not disputed, were as follows: 
There existed for many years in the village of Wetheral 
a covered drain, which ran along one side of the high road from 
a ag near the post-office in the village in an easterly direction 
and, after thé road and passing under the plaintiff's garden, 
emptied itself by a fall of nearly 80ft. into an*old disused quarry, 
also the property of the __ and —s her garden. For many 
years this covered drain been used solely for conveying surface or 
rain water and slops from some of the houses in the village adjoining the 
high road; but recently some of the inhabitants adjoining the road, and 
particularly the three defendants, had discontinued the use of 
and now solid sewage matter into this drain, thereby causing 


By | an intolerable nuisance to the plaintiff, so that she could not with any 


a ———— re) nh cede eg on the side of le a 
joining the quarry, or e gardens or grounds whic! 

are in close proximity tothe old quarry. Thata eal caused 
was admitted; the only question argued in the court below was legal 
one, whether the plaintiff was justified in proceeding 
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accordingly granted an interim injunction 
Wroughton and Platt, but not the third on ted who had 
for some years sewer 
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authority to superintend the Sohne of euch 
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Tux Covar (Riesy Cottrs, L JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Ricxy, L.J.—I think that this appeal must fail. I ge 
the order appealed from is quite right, and that no 
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tervention of ane coma Denhanay So ee 
have been liable for his action, t he seeks to j 
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maintain that justification the conditions 
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statute from the consequences of his action. To bring 
section he has first to shew that this drain is a “sewer” of the local 
authority within the of the Act. The ar on his behalf 
taeda moa ney oe cpt ye mn ae ethene 
Ing water drinking purposes, they a separate system 
drainage for sewage purposes, the owner of a house might as a matter of 
right send his into the rainwater drain. That eeems to me a most 
of the Xt Reawy Ons: ageaamnet hea, ane oie etry ey 
case eo Kinson v. 
question decided there does not arise in this because even if this were 
a sewer, the defendant has not complied with conditions in 
this case.—Cov elle Fo mw K.0., and Read. 
f Sealy . B. Leavers, 3 Uilitherne, 
Ourrey, $ Je for C. B. Carlisle. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CARY AND LOTI’S CONTRACT. Kekewich, J. 5th and 13th June. 


Vendor AND PurcuaseER—Contract—Witt—Lanp Transrer Act, 1897, 
ss. 2 (3), 3—Conveyance or Reat Property py ExscvtTors To TRUSTEES 
Supsect TO any Money WHICH THE PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVES WERE 
— to Pay—Lorp Sr. Leonarps’ Act, s, 29—INcUMBRANCE ON THE 

‘ATE. 


Vendor and purchaser summons. A testator devised the freeholds in 
question to certain ‘‘trustees”’ upon certain trusts which are not material to 
be stated. After the expiration of a year from the death of the testator, 
which occurred in the year 1898, his executors, by a deed dated the 29th 
of September, 1899, conveyed the freeholds to the trustees ‘‘ subject to a 
charge for the payment of any money which the personal representatives 
of the testator are liable to pay.’’ The trustees contracted to sell part of 
the freeholds, and the purchaser made a requisition that the vendors might 
give him proper indemnities against all the outstanding debts and liabilities 
of the testator, and also all moneys which, at the date of the conveyance, the 
said representatives were liable to pay, and which moneys still remained 
unpaid or unsatisfied. It was admitted that the estate had been fully and 
properly administered, and that there remained unpaid no debt of the 
testator of which the executors had had notice. The purchaser’s objection 
was that there might be other debts of which the executors had not had 
notice, and that by reason of the charge contained in the deed of convey- 
ance these debts, if any, were an incumbrance on the freehold. 

Tue Covar reserved judgment. 

June 13.—Kexewicu, J.—It is beyond doubt that such an objection 
if made with regard to freeholds devised by the will of a testator dying 
before the 1st of January, 1898, when the Land Transfer Act, 1897, came 
into operatior, would have been untenable, and I approach that Act with 
a strong and,I believe, thoroughly sound opinion that I ought not to 
regard it as altering a settled rule of law and disturbing the recognized 
practice of conveyancers unless convinced that the alteration is clearly 
——— or necessarily implied. The neat question, then, is whether, if 
it be hereafter discovered that there are debts unpaid of which the personal 
representatives of the testator have no notice, such debts will be money 
charged on the freeholds. The Act undoubtedly introduces a new element 
into the administration of estates in making real property assets for the 
payment of debts (section 2, sub-section 3). There is nothing in that sub- 
section making the executors liable for moneys for which they would not 
otherwise have been liable, but only the assets available for satisfaction of 
the liabilities are increased. The words in this conveyance, making the free- 
holds ‘‘ subject to a charge for any money which the personal representa- 
tives are liable to pay,’’ are the words of the Act (section 3). But the Act 
leaves it optional to the executors whether they will require the convey- 
ance to be made subject to a charge, and consequently it is the conveyance, 
and not the Act, which creates the charge, if any there be. Prior to 22 & 
23 Vict. c. 35 (Lord St. Leonards’ Act) an executor remained liable to 
creditors notwithstanding all precautions on his part. By that Act he 
was protected if he gave such notices as the court would have ordered in 
an administration suit. Here the executors have given such notices, and 
therefore, so far as the personal estate is concerned, they remain under no 
liability. Applying this as having regazd to section 2, sub-section 3, of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, I ought to apply it to real estate ; the exemp- 
tion from liability is complete aleo as regards that. But it remains to i 
observed that the 29th rection just referred to concludes with a proviso 
that nothing in that Act contained shall prejudice the right of any 
creditor or claimant to follow the assets or any part thereof into the hands 
of the person or persons who may have received the same respectively. If 
the result of the two Acts together is, as regards real estate, merely to 
exempt the executors from liability, but to leave the real estate charged, the 
purchaser’s objection still stands, but, as already stated, real assets could 
not have been followed in the hands of a purchaser before the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, and there is nothing in that Act to create a right in 
the creditors to follow them. The proviso in section 29 of 22 & 23 Vict. 
c. 35 is not therefore applicable to real estate, the Jaw respecting which is, 
ia this , intact. His lordship made a declaration in favour of 
the vendor, with costs.—Oovnsz, Warrington, K.C., A. J. Mackey, and M. 
Romer ; T. H. Carson, K.C., and H. F. F. Greenland. Sorscrrons, Robbins, 
Billing, § Co., for H. H. Dymond, Exeter; Wood, Bigg, $ Co., for Kitsons, 
Mackenzie, & Hexrt, ‘Torquay. 

[Reported by H. Cravcutoys Scott, Barrister-at- Law. | 


Rs RICHARD SMITH. BULL v. SMITH. 13th June. 


Voiustany Givr—Eavitaste Astionment—Drinection ny Purcuaser or 
Srock To Broxex To Tnansyer into THE Name or tHe Doner—Srock 
Excuanoz ‘‘ Name Day’’—Deatu or Pvuncuasexr Bevone Transver— 
Gaet Evrectvat. 


Adjourned summons. The question which arose in this case was 
Ww Richard Smith, deceased, had effectually given certain stock to 
his wife, who survived him. It a d from the evidence that the 
deceased had expressed his desire to settle a sum of £10,000 upon his wife 
absolutely. Shortly prior to his death the deceased told his stockbroker to 
purchase certain stock for him. After purchasing the stock the broker 
went to the house of the deceased to ask him into whose name the stock was 
to be transferred. He was told that the deceased was too ill to see him. 
The broker thereupon asked the deceased’s wife to ask the deceased into 


syrne, Tf, 


| 








of a cheque for a sum of money due from the deceased to the broker in 
respect of the purchase of stock above referred to, and the deceased signed 
the cheque, and the wife returned to the broker and told him what the 
deceased had said and handed him the cheque. The day upon which the 
above facts occurred was what is known on the London Stock Exchange 
as the ‘name day,” and it was the strict rule of the Stock Exchange that 
names of transferees of stock given before a certain hour on that day 
should be irrevocable, so that any subsequent change of transferee could 
only be effected by means of a new transfer. With the concurrence of the 
wife, the wife’s name was, on the “‘name day,’”’ given by the broker as 
the transferee into whose name the stock bought was to be trausferred. 
Before the transaction was finally completed by transfer from the 
transferor, the deceased died, and the question was whether the gift 
had been effectual. The residuary legatee under the will of the deceased 
was the Metropolitan Ear, Nose,and Throat Hospital of London, and on its 
behalf it was stated, though not urged, that, inasmuch as the transaction 
was not complete at the death of the deceased, the gift had not taken 
effect : Weale v. Ollive (17 Beav. 252), Lambert v. Overton (13 W. R. 227). 
On behalf of the widow it was contended that as the deceased had done 
all in his power to transfer the stock into his wife’s name the gift was, so 
far as he was concerned, complete, notwithstanding that other acts 
remained to be done by the transferee or other parties: Re Griffin, Grifin 
v. Griffin (1899, 1 Ca. 408). 

Byrne, J., after stating that the test in such a case as this was whether 
the donor had done all that it was necessary for him to do to complete the 
gift, eaid that in his opinion, after applying this test, the gift had been 
effectual.—CounsEL, Spence ; Martelli ; Ragstock. Soxicrrors, Bull § Bull ; 
W. J. Collins. 

[Reported by R. Leiau Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LLOYDS BANK (LIM.) v. LUCK. Farwell, J. 17th June. 


Practice—Discovery or Documsents—Propvuction—InsPection—SPEcirieD 
Prace—TecunicaL Breaco—Banxers’ Booxs—R. 8. OC. XXXI. 14, 15, 
16, 17, 21. 


Preliminary objection on a point of practice at the trial of an action 
to foreclose an equitable mortgage created by a deposit of title 
deeds at the Hastings branch of the plaintiffs’ bank, Upon counsel 
for the plaintiffs rising to open their case, counsel for the defence 
submitted that the plaintiffs were in default for non-compliance with an 
order made by Cozens-Hardy, J., on the 21st of December, 1900, under 
R. 8. C. ord. 31, r. 14, requiring the plaintiffs within fourteen days 
to make an affidavit of documents and upon reasonable notice to 
produce them at the office of their solicitors in London. Among the 
documents scheduled to the affidavit accordingly made by their 
sub-manager were certain bank books in constant use at the 
Hastings branch. On an application for inspection of these, the 
plaintiffs gave notice under ord. 31, r. 17, that they would produce 
them at the Hastings branch, but refused to produce them elsewhere 
than at the bank in Hastings. This offer the defendants refused to 
accept on the ground of expense, and relying on the order of the 21st of 
December, they had, on the 14th of June, eerved a notice of motion on the 
plaintiffs under R.S. C. ord. 31, r. 21, for the attachment of the plaintiffs, 
and asking that their action should be dismissed for want of prosecution. 
They now submitted that, pending the hearing of this summons before 
Oozens-Hardy, J., the trial should be ordered to stand over: Re Wickham, 
Marony v. Taylor (835 W. R. 525, 35 Oh. D. 272). For the plaintiffs it was 
contended that Re Wickham only decided that the court has a discretion 
and that here it was practically impossible to bring up the very numerous 
and weighty bank books, which were in constant use, from Hastings to 
London, and that on the true construction of the rules of order 31 the offer 
of inspection at Hastings was sufficient. 

Farwett, J., said that the rules of order 31 appeared to him to deal 
first with the affidavit of documents apart from their production ; then by 
rule 14 the court was authorized to order the production. The following 
rules (15 and 16) enabled inspection to be made after the giving 
of notice, and then under rule 17 the party having to produce 
might do so either “ at the office of his solicitor or in the case of banker's 
books or other books of account or books in constant use for the purposes 
of any trade or business at their usual place of custody.’”’ That rule 
appeared to his lordship to have no reference to an order for the produs- 
tion of books at a specified place, but on'y to documents comprised in 4 
general order. Here there had been wu particular order with epecial 
instructions under ord. 31, r. 14, and it must be obeyed by the party 
aguinst whom it was made, unleas he had got it varied as in J’restney Vv. 
Mayor, &c., of Colchester (31 W. R. 757, 24 Ob. D. 376). Here there wasa 
technical breach of the order, but in his lordship’s opinion and understand- 
ing of Re Wickham (ubi supra) he had a discretion, and he did not think that 
the plaintiffs were guilty of wilful disobedience, byt only of a wrong con- 
struction of the rules. He had very little doubt that if they had tried 
they could have got the order varied. In the language of Lindley, L.J., 
in Re Wickham (ubi supra) ‘‘the merite of each case must be looked at.” 
To hold that he had absolutely no power would bind the hands of the 
court in a way extremely inconvenient and undesirable. His lordship 
therefore decided to allow the plaintiffs to procesd with a part of the 
case where the evidence in question was not required, and then, 
if necessary, the rest of the case must stand over for the books to be 
examined, ‘The costs occasioned by the plaintiff's non-compliance with 
the order would be meanwhil« reserved. —Oounsut, C. FE. BE Jenkins, K.0.4 
and A. Whitaker; W. H. Upjohn, K.C., and Ashton Cross  Soxicrrows, 
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W. H. CHAPLIN & CO, (LIM.) v. MAYOR, &., OF THE CITY OF 
WESTMINSTER. Buckley, J. 11th June. 


Highway — Onsrruction — Lamp-prost — Private Ricut — Specrat 
InpivipvaL Iyrerest—Lonpon Srreet—Mazrroro,iran MANAGEMENT 
Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), s. 130. 


This was an action to restrain the defendants from erecting a lamp-post 
which they proposed to place on the west side of Villiers-street, Strand, at 
the centre of Oraven-street-passage. Villiers-street runs south from the 
Strand by the east side of Charing Oross Railway Station, and slopes 
slightly downward from the north to the south. Craven-passage runs 
west from Villiers-street and passes under the station. An experimental 
post had been erected in the place proposed for the lamp-post. The 
plaint'ffs were wine and spirit merchants, and occupied premises on the 
west side of Villiers-street, both north and south of the passage. Their 
frontage measured 37ft. 6in., and Oraven-passage was 30ft. wide. They 
used the street for loading and unloading their casks from vans and 
drays. They were accustomed to have three vans at a time in the street. 
The vans were unloaded by running the casks down a slide or *‘ pulley ” 
from the tail of the van, and in consequence of the slope of the 
street the van had to be turned so as that the casks were discharged 
towards the rise—that is, the north. They contended, and brought 
evidence to shew, that when they had three vans engaged in the street, 
the experimental post was very inconvenient, and also dangerous to their 
men; and that if a lamp-post was erected as proposed an accident would 
probably oceur. 

Bucktzy, J.—The plaintiffs’ case is that they have a large business, and 
a large number of vans using this place for loading and unloading their 
goods ; and in substance they set up a right to have this particular part of 
the highway so kept as to enable them to have three vans loading and 
dis-barging at the same time. Their claim rests upon their supposed 
‘gs so gave the street kept so that they may use it to the maximum of 
tc ouvenience. I think they have no such right. The only right they 
have 1s net a private right, but one which they have in common with the 
rest of the public, though in consequence of their using this part of the 
highway more than anyone else they have a special interest in it which 
enables them to bring the action without the Attorney-General. A person 
who owns property abutting on a highway enjoys a right of stepping on to 
the highway, and if any obstruction is placed so as to prevent his obtaini 
access to the highway, that is an interference with his private right. But 
the moment he has stepped on to the highway, his right is to use the 
highway, and that is a public right: see the judgment of Wood, V.O., in 
Aitorney-General v. Conservators of the Thames (1 Hem. & Mill, p. 
32), approved of and applied by Lord Cairns in Lyon v. Fishmongers’ 
Company (21 Soxicrrors’ Journal, 144; 25 W. R. 165, 167, L. R. 1 App. 
Oas. 662, 675), and by Fry, J., in Fritz v. Hobson (28 W. R. 459, L. fh. 
14 Ch. D. 542), It appears to me that this latter authority is 
precisely in point. Now by section 130 of the Metropolis Management 
Act, 1855, there is cast upon the defendants a statutory duty of causing 
the streets to be lighted, and for that purpose to maintain a sufficient 
number of lamps in every street. It is not gested that they have 
been acting mald fide ; and they have selected for their lamp the place they 
consider the best. I agree that the defendants must not use their powers 
80 as to create a nuisance, but 1 think they may for the benefit of all 
the community affect to some extent the convenience of one of its 
members. I also consider as a matter of fact that it is not proved that the 
proposed post will be a serious or real obstruction, and I find for the 
defendants both upon the law and the facts.—OounsgL, H. Terrell, K.C., 
Hatfield Green, and Chaplin ; Astbury, K.O., and A. 4B. Terrell. Soxtcrrors, 
Dale, Newman, § Hood ; Fladgate § Co. 


[Reported by Nevitte Tessurr, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE ». SJOFORSAKRINGS AKTIE- 
BOLAGET VEGA. Bigham, J. 9th May; 15th June. 


Insurances, Maniwe—Potrcy—Vauipitry—Pouicy ror Mors Tuan TWwELvs 
Montus—sramp Act, 1891, ss. 92, 93, 95. 


This waXan action in the commercial list tried before Bigham, J., and 
brought to recover a total loss on a policy of reinsurance on the steamshi 
Merrimac from the 18th of October, 1898, to the 18th of October, 1899, 
issued by the defendants, a Swedish company, to the plaintiffs, who 
were themselves reinsurers. The original policy of insurance on Zhe 
Merrimac, which was one for £4,200 on hull aud machinery, from the 18th 
of October, 1898, to the 18th of October, 1899, contained a ‘ continuation 
clause ’’ in the following terms: ‘Should the vessel bo at sea or abroad 
on the expiration of this policy it is agreed to hold her covered until 
arrival at her port of destination in the United Kingdom or on the 
Continent of Europe at a pro rata daily premium to the within.” The 


underwriters who had subscribed the latter policy reinsured £1,050 | 


of the risk with the plaintiffs agamst total loss only. ‘This reinsurance 
was expressed to be a ‘‘ reinsurance . . . subject to terms, pro rata returns, 
continuation, valuation, clauses and conditions of the original policy or 
policies and to pay as may be paid thereon.’’ By the reinsurance policy 
which was the subject of this action the defendant company reins £750 
of the £1,050 against total loss only, and the policy was described as a 
“reinsurance to the Royal Exchange Assurance Corporation ; subject to 

the same clauses, terms, conditions, continuations, &c., that do or shall 
attach to the original policy and/or policies and to and/or receive, as 
may be = and/or received thereon, anything herein to the contrary 
notwithstanding.” On the 18th of Octobor, 1809, The Merrimac was at 





Quebec. She had sustained certain injuries and had undergone temporary 
repairs, and the original underwriters had consented to her being brought 
home for final repairs. She sailed from Quebec after the 18th of October 
and was never heard of again. The question arose in the course of the 
hearing whether the sued on, which was not stamped, was, by 
reason of the continuation clause, a policy for more than twelve months, 
and therefore rendered invalid by section 93 of the Stamp Act, 1891. 
Bicuam, J., after reserving his judgment, held that the policy could not 
be put in evidence. After referring to the terms of the policies, he said 
that section 93 of the Stamp Act, 1891, provided that a contract for sea 
insurance should not be valued unlees it was expressed in a policy of sea 
insurance, and — ee of sea insurance made for time should be made 
for any time exceeding twelve months. The policy sued on was a policy 
for more than twelve months, and none the less so because it was only in 
certain events that the risk would extend beyond twelve months. It had 
been argued that the document might be re as a contract for two 
insurances, one for twelve months and the other for a vo That con- 
tention was not sound. In the first place it involved the idea of two 
contracts in one policy in one of which there would be an implied warranty 
of seaworthiness but not in the other. Moreover the termini of the voyage 
were not specified as required by section 93, sub-section 3. Nor could it 
be regarded as two policies for time, one for twelve months and the other 
for an indeterminate period afterwards. His lordship thought, however, that 
the policy might be valid in respect of a loss occurring within the twelve 
months, for the continuation clause might be rejected altogether as being 
a separate part of the contract which was not good in law: see Pickering v. 
Ilfracombe Railway Co., per Willes, J. (L. R. 3 CO. P., at p. 250). Thenit was 
said that even if the contract was invalid according to English law, it was 
admissible in evidence because it ought to be construed according to 
Swedish law, but his lordship did not agree; there was clear evidence 
here of an intention that the contract sho be governed by English not 
Swedish law. Judgment for the defendants.—CounseL, /oseph Walton, 
K.C., and A. H. Chaytor; Serutton, K.C., and 7. Mathew. Soxicrrors, 
Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley ; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton. 


{Reported by F, O. Rosrxsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REX v. DYMOCK AND ANOTHER. REX v. MOGER AND ANOTHER. 
Div. Court. 14th June. 


Tue Docs Act, 1871 (84 & 35 Vicr. c. 56), s. 2—Power ro Orpsr 
Dancerous Docs ro se Destraoyep Wirsovr Giving OwNER IrHE 
Orrion or Destroyinc Tuem on Keerine Toem Unper Prorar 
ControL—Form or Sucu Orper—Pegnatty ror NON-COMPLIANCE WITH 
OrpeER,. 


In these cases a rule which had been obtained for a certiorari to bring 
up for the purpose of quashing it an order made by justices under 
section 2 of the Dogs Act, 1871, for the destruction of two dogs, anda 
similar rule which had been obtained with respect to a conviction 
fora breach of that order, came on for argument. The facts were 
these: On the 2lst of April Major Davis owned two dogs which 
attacked a Mr. Seers and bit him. Mr. Seers thereupon laid a complaint 
against Major Davis under section 2 of the Dogs Act, 1871, which provides 
as follows: ‘‘ A court of summary jurisdiction may take cognizance of a 
complaint that a dog is us, and not kept under proper control, and 
if it appears to the court having cognizauce of such complaint that such 
dog is dangerous, the court may make an order in a summary way 
directing the dog to be kept by the owner under proper control or 
destroyed, and any n failing to comply with such order shall be 
liable to a penalty not exceeding 20s. for every day during which he fails to 
comply with such order.’’ On the hearing of the complaint evidence 
was given that the person in charge of the dogs had done 
all he could to prevent them from attacking Mr. Seers, 
but without success, and that the dogs, or one of them, had 
previously bitten other persons. The justices made an order that 
the dogs should be destroyed. The order recited the complaint, which 
stated that the dogs were dangerous and not kept under proper control, and, 
following the terms of the section, set out an adjudication by the justices 
that the dogs were rous, and that Major Davis was the owner of the 
dogs; but it contained no adjudication that the dogs were not kept uader 
proper control. ‘he d were not destroyed in accordance witn the 
order; and a few s later, the dogs ha in the meantime bitea 
another gentleman, Major Davis was convicted of failure to comply with 
the order and fined. The conviction recited the order as ha adjudged 
both that the dogs were dangerous and that they were not kept under 
proper control. ‘The objections taken to the order were, first, that the 
order was bad in point of form, inasmuch as it contained no adjudication 
that the dogs were not kept under proper control ; and, secondly, that the 
justices had no power to order the Saas to be destroyed without giving aa 
option of keeping them under proper control. The conviction was objected 
to on the additional ground that it misrecited the order. 

Tux Court discharged both rules, hey 

Riviey, J., said three points were raised by the arguments ia this case. 
_ The first objection was that the justices should have given the owner of 
‘the dogs the option of keeping them under proper control instead of 
‘ ordering them to be destroyed iu the first instance. That point had been 
raised in Pickering v. Marsh (43 L. J. M. C. 143), and decided adversely to 
the objection. Tae next was that the order was bad in form, because it 
did not state that the dogs were not kept under — control. It, how- 
ever, contained a recital that a complaint had been against Major Davis, 
alleging that the dogs were dangerous and not kept under proper control, 
and then an adjudication that the dogs were and that Davis 
was the owner. It was said that the order ought to have averred that the 
justices had found that the dogs were not under proper control, They 
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might have foun’ that as a fact, but it was nct necessary to state it, 
because it was sufficient to follow the words of the statute under which the 
justices had jurisdiction. The third point was that the conviction did not 
correctly recite the order. There was no substance in that objection. 

Bieuam, J., concurred. Both rules discharged.—Counss1, Bray, K.C, 
and Bodkin ; Foote, K.0., and Colam. Soutcrrors, Gribble § Co., for Newton 
ov Olerk to the Justices, Bath ; Belfrage § Co., for Ricketts, Son, § Vezey, 

ath. 

[Reported by Ersxtxz Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THOMPSON v. CITY GLASS BOTTLE CO. Div. Court. 14th June. 


NEciigEnce—EmpLover AND WorkMAN—GLAss STopPER-MAKING MAcHINE 
—Too OLD To nz Usep Loncer AND CONDEMNED BY Emp.oyers’ Forreman— 
Workman EnGacep 1n Removine Macutne—Inusvry From Fa or Lever 
—WuetTuer Macuine was ‘‘Puantr”’ stitu “ Usep in on CoNNECTED 
WITH THE Business or THE Emptoyer’’—Emptoyers’ Liasiiiry Act, 
1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 42), s, 1, suB-sgcTioN 1. 


Appeal by defendants against a decision of his Honour Judge 
French, K.C., in an action brought under the Employers’ Liability 
Act, 1880. The plaintiff used to make glass stoppers at a machine. The 
machine was old and defective, and on the evening of Saturday, the 24th 
of November last, the arm of the machine was broken off, and the 
Gefendant’s foreman said the machine was worn out and was not to be 
used again, and it was not used again. On the next day, Sunday, the 
plaintiff with two other men was engaged in wheeling the machine to its 
place in the corner of the works when the lever fell on his toe, causing 
the injury in respect of which the action was brought. The lever 
fell because the pin was broken. The action was brought under 
section 1, sub-section 1, of the Act of 1880, which provides for the case 
of injury to a workman ‘“‘ by reason of any defect in the condition of the 
ways, works, machinery, or plant connected with or used in the business 
of the employer.’’ Judge French thought that the machinery was plant 
in a defective and dangerous condition, and that allowing it to be removed 
in its derelict condition was a risky and negligent act on the part of the 
foreman. He therefore gave judgment for the plaintiff with £50. 

Tue Covert (Rrotey and Bicuam, JJ.) allowed the appeal, on the ground 
that the machine had ceased to be connected with or used in the business 
of the employers when the accident happened. [On the 17th of June 
counsel applied for leave to appeal m this decision, which was 
granted.|—Counszt, J. Addington Willis; W. A. Metcalfe. 
C. M. Treadwell; F. A. 8. Stern. 

{Reportei by Exsxixz Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Soricrrors, 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re A SOLICITOR. Zz parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Div, Court. 15th June. 


So.icrror—ProresstonaL Misconpuct—Practice as To Discuosinc Name 
in Court Panpixe APPEAL. 

In this case an application to strike a solicitor off the rolls was 
strenuously opposed by counsel instructed on his behalf, who submitted 
that the finding of misconduct by the committee was against the weight of 
evidence, and that on the fresh evidence which the respondent had filed in 
a to the motion, and which was not before the committee, the court 
should take a very lenient view of the case tendered against him by the 
complainant. 

Bruce and Puiturmorz, JJ., having ordered the solicitor to be struck off 
the rolls, counsel for the respondent asked leave, before the usual applica- 
tion was made, to state that it was intended to appeal from the decision of 
the court to the Court of Appeal immediately, and he asked that the usual 
announcement of the name of the respondent should not be made pending 
the appeal. Counsel for the Incorporated Law Society said that would be 
contrary to the invariable practice. The court ruled that the usual practice 
must be followed, and the name of the respondent was stated. [On the 
18th of June the respondent applied to the Court of Appeal to expedite 
the hearing of his s pep on the ground that, if nis appeal were 
successful, delay would be a great hardship on him as, pending the appeal, 
he could not carry on business. The Master of the Rolls said they would 
hear the case on Friday, the 21st of June.]—Covunset, Hollams ; Lawson 
Walton, K.0., and Ernest Pollock. Sortcrrons, 8. P. B. Bucknill ; Morten, 
Cutler, $ Co. 

[Reported by Exsxixz Rei, Barrist2r-at-Law.} 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


15 June—Wii11am Henry Beppor (Pontypridd). 
15 June—Hewzy Parcr (84, Ohancery-lane, London). 








Mr. Thomas Hills, who is the crisr of the quarter sessions at Ely, may, 
says the Daily Mail, claim to be the oldest holder of a similar office in the 
country. He is ninety-four years of age and still performing his duties, 
— at poy e court he found some difficulty in swearing-in the jury 

name ing—not very surprising, considering that for sixty- 
six years he has used the old formula for her late Majesty. 


It is announced in Tuesday’s London Gazette that the King in Council 

on the 15th inst. confirmed the following echemes made under the 

of the London Government Act, 1899: The Borough of Stepney 

Tower of London) Scheme, the Borough of Holborn (Gray’s-inn) Scheme, 

the Borough of St. Pancras (Supplemental) Scheme, the City of 

Westminster (Close of the Co! Ohurch of St, Peter) Scheme, and 
the Hornsey Scheme, all of the year 1901. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
OxpeRgi or Court. 


Thursday, the 13th day of June, 1901. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, Mr. Justice Farwell, and Mr. Justice Buckley respectively, it is 
expedient that a portion of the Causes assigned to Mr. Justice Farwell and 
Mr. Justice Buckley should be transferred to Mr. Justice Kekewich ; now 
I, the Right Honorable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby Order that the several Causes and 
Matters set forth in the Schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred from 
the said Mr. Justice Farwell and Mr. Justice Buckley to Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, and be marked in the Cause Books accordingly. And this Order 
is to be drawn up by the Registrar, and set up in the several Offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice FarweE.. 


Digby v Etherington 1900. D 2,382 May 23 
Bush v Bush 1900 B 3,770 May 25 

Aldis vy Oholmley 1901 A 3 May 25 

Hurst v Burgess 1901 H 772 May 25 
Williams v Williams 1901 W 5,093 May 25 


SECOND SOHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Buck.ey. 


Isaacs v Todd 1900 I 1,624 March 15 

L Allen & Cold v Hough 1900 L 646 Sandysv L Allen & Cold 1900 
S 1,149 March 19 

Great Western Ry Cov Talbot 1900 G 1,173 March 21 

Roberts v Fiddaman 1900 R 1,992 March 27 

Le Mesurier v Le Mesurier 1900 L 1,283 March 29 

Allingham vClinch 1901 A 147 Aprill 

In re Arnold Fay Mortimer v Silliance 1900 F 1,141 April 4 

Pilkington v Teakley Vacuum Hammer Co 1900 P 2,603 April 10 

Brook v J W Offin (the younger) and adjdsums 1901 B 252 April 16 

Richards v de Winton 1900 R 1,273 Richards v Evans 1900 R 
1,388 April 18 

Plant v Bowen 1901 P 490 April 24 

Chiplin v Mussett 1900 © 2,471 April 25 

Poisson v Robertson 1900 P 2,180 April 26 

= —— & Sons ld v The Workmen’s Houses Id 1900 T 1,590 
April 29 

Diskin + Gam 1900 B 3,901 May 9 





Thursday, the 13th day of June, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Byrne (1900—H.—No, 2,546.) 
In the Matter of Harvey and Williams (Limited) William Thomas v 
Harvey and Williams (Limited). 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 
ANNIVERSARY F'RSTIVAL. 


The forty-first anniversary festival of the So licitors’ Benevolent Arsocia- 
tion was held on Tuesday at the Hotel Metropole, Mr. W. Mximori 
Wa rers taking the chair. Among the guests were the Lord Chief 
Justice, Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson, .M., K.C., Sir George H. Lewis, Sir 
Homewood Orawford, the Rev. Oanon Scott, the Rev. IT’. B. Dover, Mr. 
Robert Ellett (President Incorporated Law Society, U.K.), Colonel Hugh 
J. Verrall (President Sussex Law — s Mr. John B. Parkinson (Presi- 
dent Manchester Law Association), Mr. R. H. Carpenter (President Bristol 
Law Society), Mr. A. A. Arnold (President Kent Law Society), Mr. E. P. 
Debenham (President Hertfordshire Law Society), Mr. F. Oddin ‘Taylor, J.P., 
D.L. (President Norwich and Norfolk Law ety), Mr. A. Wightman, 
J.P, (Sheffield), Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. John Hollams, Mr. T. Musgrave 
Francis (Cambridge, rman of the Board), Mr. Henry Kimber, M.P., 
Mr, Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), Mr. James 8. Beale, Mr. R. L. 
Devonshire, Mr. R. W. Tweedie, Mr. D. H. Davies, Mr. Walter Dowson, 
Mr. 8. Pilley, Mr. H. Morten Cotton, Mr. H. Sutton, Mr. H. O. Beddoes, 
J.P. (Hereford), Mr. P. J. Sutton, Mr. G. R. Dodd, Mr. A. Pope (Dot- 
chester), Mr. K. G. Kimber, Mr. G. ©. Pope, Mr. C. E. Stewart, Mr. 
T. H. D. Berridge, Mr. L. Errington, Mr. P. J. Taylor, Master Tanner, 
Mr. W. H. Francis (Cambridge), Mr, A. 8. Munns, Mr. Granville Smith, 
Mr. R. J. A. Lumby, Mr. E. Carleton Holmes, Mr. W. W. Putiick, Mr. 
A. M. Walters, Mr. H. D. Lumby, Mr. R. L. Hunter, Mr. M. H. Ootton, 
Mr. 8. A. Ram, Mr. James Turner, Mr. T. A. Rawlinson, Mr. 8. @. 
Taylor, Mr. E. T. Roberts, Mr. T, V. Fox, Mr. H. H. B. Walton, Mr. T. 
Hulme, Mr. N. H. Boyns, Mr. G. O. L. Purkis, Mr. R. J. Mullings, Mr. 
O. W. Bill, Mr. J. E. W. Rider, Mr. Dillon R, L. Lowe, Mr. H. E 
Gribble, Mr. F. L. Sutton, Mr. E. F. Robinson, Mr. F. G. Jones, Mr. 
W. J. D. Andrew, Mr. B. F. Hawksley, and Mr. 0. B, Margetts 





(Huntingdon). 
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The Onareman gave the toast of ‘‘ The King,’’ which was received with 
the customary loyal enthusiasm, as was that of ‘‘ Queen Alexandra, 
Duke and Duchess of Cornwall and York, and the other members of the 
Royal Family.” 

The Oxarrman then proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘ The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue to attend it.”” He 
said they had met on the occasion of a great anniversary. He was not 
referring to the anniversary of the 18th of June, 1815, although that must 
be in the minds of many of them. That was an anniversary in which was 
commemorated one of the greatest triumphs this country had ever enjoyed. 
They came there for a similar purpose, only their triumphs were bloodless, 
their victories were without stain. For years past they had been fighting 
death and disease and want, and they haa done it with success, more or less. 
They had to do it continually ; it was not a battle that could be fought 
once and for all, but it must go on as far as could be seen to the end 
of time. The army they fought with was the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association. It was hard work to argue in favour of the association 
among friends. They were all of them friends of the association as 
he himself was. But perhaps it was right that he should give them a few 
figures to shew what was the position of the association, in hope that these 
figures, which were no doubt all rooted in their own minds, would penetrate 
to all parts of the country and reach those who were not acquainted with 
its work. The association was established in the year 1858, and it began 
to distribute relief very shortly afterwards. It began in a very modest 
way and gave away £695 in the year 1870. Ten years later it 
gave awav £2,300; ten years later it gave away £3,600. Ten 
years later the amount distributed was £4,900, and now it had 
gone past £5,000 in one year. That was a very substantial record of 
progress. And in the meantime it had set apart accumulated assets 
amounting to £52,000 odd. This was not simply an accumulation of funds 
for the sake of accumulating funds, but for the purpose of providing 
annuities. In addition it had the Reardon Fund of upwards of £5,000 
and the Victoria Pension Fund of £8,500 odd, which were used exclusively 
for the purpose of providing annuities. And the association had a 
membership of only 3,000 out of the 15,000 solicitors on the rolls. That was 
one of the weak points, only 3,000 out of 15,000. If they turned to the 
poor sister island of Ireland it would be found that the proportion there 
was one-third instead of one-fifth, as was the case here. The association 
had relieved 251 members and their families and 1,166 non-members, and 
had granted relief to the extent of very nearly £100,000. These were 
substantial results, and they would see that there was need for the 
society. But this was a mere drop in the bucket. He did not think 
it was generally realized what poverty there was in the solicitor branch 
of the profession. It was all very -well to talk about lawyers’ bills, 
but when they were analyzed half the items were mses out of pocket, 
and when they came to value the fees allowed to the lawyer for his own 
practical work they were calculated on the humblest scale, and they would 
find in practice that when economy was to be practised in the matter of 
litigation it was at the expense of solicitors. He did not see much 
economy in the matter ofcourt fees, or in the matter of stamp duties, or in 
the matter of counsel’s fees. Therefore he said it was a poorly paid 
profession, and what was more, it was not like the profession of the 
church, or of the army, or of the bar. It had no splendid prizes 
to look forward to. He supposed that the best prize t could fall 
to any member of the solicitor branch of the profession was one 
which he had had the honour of attaining, the presidentship of the 
Incorporated Law Society for a year. It was an office that gave an 
infinity of trouble, and for which there was no remuneration. There 
was, perhaps, one other dignity to which a solicitor might aspire, and that 
was a seat in the chair he was occupying to-night, and he did esteem it a 
very great honour to be asked to preside for this very excellent institu- 
tion on this occasion. He thought they would not differ from him when 
he said that there was deep need for the society. It wasa fact that half 
the profession did not pay its way, and the other half had to hold out the 
helping hand of this society. The society was of a two-fold character. 
In the first place they might look upon it as a provident or 
insurance office, and they might depend upon it that those who 
had experienced its advantages in that respect would have no cause for 
Tegret. He might give one illustration. A gentleman who was very well 
known in the profession, and who took an active interest in the society, 
for he came on its council and ultimately became chairman of the 
committee, was now, together with his family, receiving an annuity from 
the society. There were one or two other instances he might give without 
mentioning names—there was an instance of a gentleman who had con- 
tributed five guineas to the funds, a guinea in tive successive years, and 
his family had received from the society £890. In another case a member 
had contributed fifteen guineas, and his family had received £1,200. In 
another the member had contributed ten guineas, and his family had 
received £1,200. In yet another six guineas had been paid, and bis 
family had received £985, Looking at membership of the association from 
the prudent point of view he asserted that as a substantial investment, 
to against “the stings and arrows of outrageous fortune,’’ there 
could be nothing to be compared with it. But there was another aspect 
of the society, and one on which he loved to dwell—that was the charitable 
side. He did not suppcse that any of those present, or any but a very 
mall proportion of the members, had ever joined the rociety with the idea 
of making anything out of it. It was the last thing that was thought of 
when a solicitor was joining the society. Yet another illustration occurred 
to bim in this connection. In Plymouth some years ago, when he had the 


honour of being president of the Incorporated Law Society, he 
presided over the annual meeting of the Nolicitors’ Benevolent i 
& gentleman stated that he had eS ee 
profession to join the association. He 


member of the 
and said, “I shall never 


the | your own affairs.” The next thing 


It is no good tome; manage 
the relator of the story had to do in 
connection with the rolicitor in question was to y to the committee 
for a charitable grant of £25 for his widow as the widow of a non-member. 
That was another illustration of the charitable aspect of the working of 
the society. ‘A pitiful sum,” they would say, ‘‘a pitiful sum is £25 for 


want anything from the society. 


a widow with a family and no chance of applying for a repetition of the 
prescription for another twelve months.” Yes, it was a p fulsum. But 
in giving to the 


was not this od ps of the deep need for the society, an : 
society it should not be forgotten that it was a table society. It was 
an institution for the benefit of the unfortunate, not for the benefit of 
those who had done wrong. These were handed over to the tender mercies 
of a certain committee at the Law Society which was engaged in inquiring 
into cases of default amongst solicitors and in bringing their conduct to the 
notice of the court with a view to removing their names from the roll. 
A good deal had been said of late with respect to the black sheep among 
solicitors. Well, there were black sheep, they knew—there were black 
sheep in every profession, from the highest to the lowest. They could not 
be got rid of, and it was the object of the Incorporated Law Society to 
purify the profession, as much as was possible. He asked them to look at 
the temptations to which solicitors were . What class of the 
community was there which had so much in its power to go wrong and to 
do what it ought not to do with other people’s money than the solicitors? 
They were trusted in all things; untold sums went through their hands, 
and it was hard to believe how the men could resist temptation as it was 


resisted. 
“Bow of Go cle of rams & do & Grete 
Makes ill deeds ad 


than that. And in condemning their poorer brethren they ought to 

that in mind. Then if they turned to the cases which occurred amo 

the clergy and among the members of other professions they would find 
equal and more deplorable cases which did not come out to the light of 
day. The cases of solicitors had to come out to the light of day. He was 
not standing forth in saying this as the defender of those who went wrong. 
He was only saying that a great deal more was attributed to the solicitor 
profession in this way than was altogether just. Then he said the societ; 
was needful, and one thing he would suggest which he had often sugge 
before, and that was, that they should not yield to the temptation 
of piling up a mass of capital. The society sufficient to pay its 
annuities and let it spend freely. The charity was for the wants of to-day, 
and to accumulate money for the future would not —_ the starving of 
to-day; it would not help to pay that pittance of £25 of which he 
spoken now, and by the time it had been increased by the piling up of 
funds the widows and orphans would have ceased to want. He was not 
going to criticize the other association which worked on somewhat similar 
lines—the Law Association. It was a excellent organization, and it 
was started long before the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association and had 
done good work before the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association came into 
existence. But it was a drawback that its operations were limited 
to the metropolis. The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association was more 
general and universal. The result was that double applications for relief 
were made in all London cases, and there was the machinery of two 
societies set to work for the same purpose. It was a waste of energy and 
a waste of effort, and he hoped some means would be found of amalgamating 
the two societies. It had often been talked about. He was sure it 
could be done without even the need for an Act of Parliament, 
which had been suggested. The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association 
had a long vista of usefulness before it. They knew from 
authority that the poor were always with them. They would never 
get rid of them. That was true of humanity in general; it was true of 
each class of the community; it was true of the solicitor class. — 
would have their poor and unfortunate brethren alwa rs with them, 
their duty was to hold out the hand of re and relieve them. That 
was a duty which was moral and religious, it was adouble duty to 
relieve the members of their own profession. Bacon told them that every 
man was ‘‘a debtor to his profession ; from the which as men of course do 
seek to receive countenance and profit, so ought they of duty to endeavour 
themselves by way of amends to be a help and ornament thereunto.” 
That was their position. It might be said, ‘‘ There is a Father of the 
fatherless and a God of the widow. It is His business to attend to these 
things.’”” But would that do at the present day? It would not 
do for them to hold their hands, and to leave the widow and orphan 
to the mercy of Providence. haben = that but a — of the 
fable of Hercules and the wagoner © wagoner whose wagon was 
stuck fast in the mud called on Hercules to get him out of his difficulty. 
Hercules appeared in answer to his prayers, but instead of assisting him 
as he had ciel, said to the wagoner, ‘‘ Put your shoulder to the wheel,” 
and the wagoner did so and the work was done. They had to put their 
shoulders to the wheel. Individual effort could do but little. It could but 
touch the fringe of the ted. What was led was a 
collective, organized, ic method of giving relief, and that was what 
the association provided. It bound the protession together and enabled 
them to put their shoulders to the wheel 1n the most useful manner. The 
association had no large staff of clerks—it had au excellent secretary, he 
was bound to say—but there were no more effective means of distributing 
charity. It was humble in its instruments, but there were no more 
effective means for relieving the misery which existed in the profession, 
it seemed to him, than the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. The In- 
corporated Law Society protected those who stood ; it looked after their 
interests, and it removed to mee of De entene Som ee 


said Shakespeare, and there was never a truer sentence written by the _ 
ngst 





from 
wrong. The bee yh society, Solicitors’ Benevolen 


helped them to get up again, provided for 
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their families, and did all it could to mitigate for them the misfortunes of 
life. It was an association which he hoped all present would heartily 
support. Let them remember that 


“ The q of mercy is not strain’d ; 
It dro; as the gentle rain from heaven 
U; e place beneath : it is twice bless’d ; 
It blesseth him that gives and him that takes.” 


The toast was received upstanding, and with loud cheering. 

Mr. Ram asked to be allowed to make a remark concerning the Discipline 
Committee. He said it was a matter of astonishment to him that solicitors 
coald sit in judgment upon their brethren. He thought it must be a very 
painful business, and that the sooner the duty of the committee was com- 
mitted to the judges of the High Court the better it would be for the 
pg cng and also for the public. He did not say but that the committee 

id their duty conecientiously. 

Mr. Hy. Manisty suggested that the formal order of the toasts should 
be adhered to. This was not the time for introducing such a topic. 

The Onareman suggested that Mr. Ram should communicate his views 
to the proper =. It was quite impossible to have a discussion of 
anything of the kind at this gathering. 

The Secretary (Mr. J. T. Scott) announced that the donations amounted 
to £1,350, which included the following : The Chairman, £105 ; Sir George 
H. Lewis, £105; Mr. A. Wightman, J.P., £76 7s. 5d.; Mr. John Hollamsa, 
£52 10s.; Mr. J. W. Howlett, £52 10s.; Mr. Stanley J. Attenborough, 
£26 5s., and annual subscription of £10 10s ; Mr. R. W. Tweedie, £26 5s.: 
and Mr. T. Musgrave Francis, £21. 

Mr. Joun Hotuams proposed the toast, ‘‘The Bench and the Bar.’ 
He said it was perhaps somewhat remarkable that the judges should be so 
popular as they undoubtedly were, bearing in mind the fact that in every 
case they necessarily decided against one of the parties. When they did 
so there was apt to be murmuring and perhaps an expression of feeling 
inaudibly in language which if audibly uttered might expose one to the 
perils of contempt of court. But when one was cooled down, one sometimes 
found that it was barely possible that the judge was right and that he was 
wrong. But if he was not convinced of ihat he consoled himself with the 
thought that there was some sweet cherub who sat up aloft to keep watch 
o’er the fate of the unfortunate suitor. Well then he went further and 
he fared worse. He thought that many present would acknowledge when 
they looked back that the duties of the judges had become more 
arduous than they were in the days which some of them could recall. 
Many of them recollected the time when the judges sat four together, and 
one could well believe that the individual strain was not so great then as 
it was now, when a judge so often sat alone. Further than that, it had 
grown up in his day, and seemed now to be expected of a judge when he 
deliv a considered judgment, that he should deliver a species of treatise 
on the Jaw of the particular subject, and that he should refer to various 
decisions which might or might not have a besring upon the question 
which had been argued before him. And, bearing in mind the way we 
were deluged—he might say year by year—with reports and additional 
books, one thought the time might come when it would be necessary to 
erect warehouses for their accommodation. It was difficult to see where 
this was to end. Every case argued now was fettered by references to 
something which was decided by some judge or other ages ago. Speaking 
for himself, if he might be permitted to say so, he very much doubted 
whether the suitors would not be just as well served if, at all events with 
some of the judges, they had the unfettered opinion of the judge uncon- 
trolled by what was said by some of the judges fifty, or it might be a 
hundred years ago, when the course of business and the habits of socie 
were very different from what they were to-day. He thought they 

re; that they did not see more of his Majesty’s judges. They did 
not understand, the general litigant did not under , the man in 
the street did not understand, why a judge should be expected to 
travel to a small distant country town leaving behind him important 
business, to receive a pair of gloves; or to some other small 
town to try a man for stealing a pair of gloves or some other offence 
which he ventured to think might very well be tried at quarter sessions or 
even at petty sessions. One would think that this state of things was not 
ad us to the suitors in general, and could not be particularly agree- 
able, especialy in winter time, to the judges. He could remember that at 
meetingsof the Judicature Committee the late Lord Bramwell was in the habit 
of saying, ‘‘I wish to mention some of the drawbacks to the position of 
judge. He is taken from his home twice a year for a period of five or six 
weeks, and compelled to live in uncomfortable lodgings in the forced 
society of three other men, one of whom is probably a stranger to him and 
another of whom he probably dislikes.’’ Judges, to a certain extent, 
worked single-handed now, and they were relieved from the companionship 
they were supposed to dislike. But he doubted whether, loo at the 
subject as a whole, it was a desirable state of things, and one fervently hoped 
they should cease to be controlled, as he believed they were in this matter, 
by hotel and lodging-house keepers, who existed by the rights of a small 
country town and the geographical boundaries of counties and ignored the 
system which worked so well within the limited districts of London when 
they ceased to regard the geographical boundaries of counties. They must 
one and all feel toat they owed Alverstone a debt of gratitude for 
his being present, and he believed it would always be a source of gratifica- 
tion to bim that in this way he had helped to support the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association. It seemed to him but yesterday in the 
days of the old Gnildhal! sittings that he was in the small ante-room 
between the Court of Queen’s Bench and the Court of Common 
Pleas, and Mr. Oherer, the shorthand writer, came to him and said, 


He is young Webster. He has got a future before him.” Never wasa 
prophecy more satisfactorily ed. The fulfilment had been extremely 
rapid and had culminated at the bar in the occupation of the high office 
of Attorney-General for an unprecedented number of years. And now 
Lord Alverstone occupied a position for which he was so eminently fitted, 
and which they all trusted he would long occupy to the great satisfaction 
of the profession and to the benefit of of the suitors. Attention 

very recently been called to the bar by the presence in 
this courtry of a very eminent man, a member of the bar 
of France, and they bad been reminded of the many eminent 
members of the English bar, of the unsurpassed eloquence of Sir 
Alexander Cockburn, or the subtle, skilful advocacy of such men as Sir 
John Holker. ‘They had recalled the elevated, the dignified, and the 
perfect advocacy of Lord Cairns, and the acute reasoning powers of such 
men as Lord Justice Mellish and Lord Herschell, and they seemed to have 
ringing in their ears the power and the force of Lord Russell of Killowen, 
who ~~ a marvellous combination of mental and physical power 
which few could boast. There was no reason to doubt that many members 
of the bar possessed all these powers of learning, of zeal, and of eloquence, 
and he had great pleasure in associating with the toast for the bar the 
name of a prominent member of the bar, who might well aspire to any 
position in the profession—Mr. Rawlinson. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice, in responding for the bench, said that nothing 
could be more gratifying to him than to have his name coupled with this 
toast, proposed as it was by one who had been his friend for upwards of 
thirty years. He would have been failing in his duty had he neglected 
to accept the invitation of the chairman to be present. Not only did 
he know this to be a most excellent society, not only ought he to do 
anything in his power to shew that he wished it well, but when he 
knew that it was supported by men to whom in a large degree he owed 
professioual success, he trusted that he should never be unwilling to shew 
that he took an interest in any question connected with that body. He 
looked round the table, and he saw men who were good enough to sup 
him at a time when he had less than sixpence, and who had, as he 
been fortunately successful, been good enough to stick to him all through 
his professional life. But not only that, not only were they good enough 
to employ him and to allow him to appear for them, but, without 
exception, men who were his clients became his friends, and a great 
of those who were present knew that he was saying the simple 
truth. Mr. Hollams had referred to the fact that judges were 
not, perhaps, seen so much by members of the profession as he 
would like. But he thought that the time had long gone by when 
judges were sup to be a different order of people to other men, 
and he thought it was a good thing that the judges were no longer 
supposed to sit on the heights of Olympus and that they knew how to 
mix with their fellow men and knew what was going on. He felt that 
the judges could best perform their duties by being in touch with the 
working members of the profession, old and young, as they went on and 
took the place of others, learning from them what the practitioner 
required, learning from them what the public expected, and doing their 
best to place their services, as they were bound to do, at the disposal of 
the public, so that their time might be occupied in the best manner and s0 
that they might be able from time to time to modify their practice to 
meet the requirements of modern times. Mr. Hollams had referred to 
a very difficult subject, the absence of judges from time to time from 
the metropolis. He (the Lord Chief Justice) wy there were two 
sides to that question. Whilst he of course could not help being 
a lover of the old system, he did feel that the growing importance of some 
communities as compared with the metropolis merited the consideration 
of the legal profession and of the judges, and whilst he remembered 
the fact that he had been but a very short time on the bench, he had 
endeavoured, and was endeavouring, to do what he could to secure a more 
regular and constant attendance in London of a fixed number of judges, 
so that there might not be the paws in judicial work which had given 
rise to such great complaints. On the other hand, he should be very sorry 
to see the t communities scattered north, south, east, and west feeling 
that their interests were overlooked, or raising complaints because they 
did not receive proper attention, While he entirely endorsed everything 
Mr. Hollams had said as to the absurdity of judges being taken at 
times to discharge formal or comparatively unimportant duties, be 
thought the proper administration of law and the presence of the 
judges in the various counties of land from time to time # 
administer the criminal law was of the first importance. Nobody ws 
more alive than he to the difficulties of the duties that the judges had to 
fulfil. He was, as they knew and as he felt, young at his work at present, 
and he would rather prefer to make any observations rg apr! the 
matter when he had a few more years’ experience of what he might be 
able todo. He did think that rather too much was expected of the judges 
in the present day. He could look back to a time, to whieh Mr. Hollams 
had referred, and he could say that the number of days the judges were 
expected to sit at the present time was far in excess of what was expec 
some thirty or forty years ago. He was not at all sure that, taking the 
hardest-worked judges and the most conscientious judges, we did ne 
do reo | in asking them to sit every day and to occupy their time 
p 'y for the whole of the working hours in court. The j 
were the servants of the public, and they placed their ab: 
and time and experience at the service of the public, but be 
erate having regard to the high pressure at which work wa 
now done, the increasing stress upon men in every profession, it would 
have to be considered whether it was wise to work the judges # 
hard as was the case at present in court, with regard to the numbet 





*“* There is a young man in the Queen’s Bench who has been examining a 


witness without referring to his brief with all the skill of au old hand. | 
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supply. Mr. Hollams had referred to Lord Bramwell and the circuits 
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There were two sides to that story, and it might interest those present if he 
told them a little incident which happened to him in connection with Lord 
Bramwell. He met his lordship one day, and he said, ‘*‘ Webster, I am 
going circuit to-morrow.’’ ‘‘ Are you, Lord Justice?’” He said—their 
work had been in the Court of Appeal—‘* It is like a game at chess. You 
have to watch every move.’’ He (the Lord Chief Justice) said on the 
moment, ‘* Well, Justice, yon have a great advantage over us.’’ ‘‘ What 
is that,’’ said his lordship. ‘‘ You have got three moves to our one,’’ he 
answered. That would shew how Lord Bramwell thought he required an 
occasional rest on circuit as a mode of relief from the stress and strain on 
sitting in the Court of Appeal, and when he (the Lord Chief Justice) said 
he thought that rather too great a strain was being put upon the judges, 
he had had in his mind the Court of Appeal. He would remind this 
assembly of lawyers, many of whom could look back to the old days of the 
Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer, that no court in banc ever 
sat continuously from the end of one Long Vacation to the beginning of 
another, and at the present it was expected that the Court of Appeal 
should sit every working day of the year from the 24th of October, barring 
yacations, to the 12th of August. Looking to the work that was done and 
what was expected of the judges it was a very great strain, and he thought it 
would have to be considered whether or not too great a strain was being put 
upon some of the judges in that respect. He could not tell them how 
fully he appreciated the difficulties of the judicial position, how much 
there was to learn, how difficult it was to draw the line between the 
absolutely silent judge who never let the counsel know what was in his 
mind, and the judge who constantly talked and interrupted. In his 
opinion the happy medium, which was most important—namely, that of 
letting counsel know what was in the judge’s mind, and at the same time 
letting them conduct their arguments as they had prepared them themselves 
—and they probably knew a great deal more about it than the judge did— 
was @ very difficult medium to attain. He would conclude in order to point 
what he had said with an incident which occurred in the life of a very distin- 
guished man whom some present would remember very well. He was one of 
the ablest readers at the equity bar, though he did not attain a very high 
position, Mr. John Dickinson. He was once arguing before Lord Justice 
James, and he cited an oditer dictum of Baron Parke. Some present would 
know that Lord Justice James from the robust character of his intellect 
had not much respect for the obditer dictum of Baron Parke, and though this 
was dead in Dickinson’s favour he said that was only odi/er dictum, upon 
which Dickinson said, ‘‘Oh yes, my lord, it was in the year 1844. 

Justice James said, ‘*‘ Well, I don’t see what that has got to do with it.” 
“ But,”’ said Dickinson, ‘“‘ oditer dicta were not so common in those days.” 
That was the difficulty, not to make their obiter dicta too common, and 
yet at the tame time to endeavour to see that buriness was conducted 
with expedition, and that counsel were -kept to the point. He thanked 
Mr. Hollems very sincerely for the generous and kindly way in which he 
had spoken of him, and them for the welcome they had given him, and he 
desired to say that however long or however short might be the time he 
should occupy his position, it was his great wish to remain friends with 
those men whom he had known all his professional life and to do every- 
soap in his power to further the interest of those institutions which were 
for the benetit of their common profession. 

Mr, J. F. P. Bawxrnson, K.O., returned thanks for the bar, observing 
that there had never been a time in the history of the profession when there 
had been a greater community of purpose end less friction between the 
two branches than was the case at present. It was because they knew that 
their interests were exactly identical. The interests of the public meant the 
interests of the pr ofession, the interests of the solicitor meant the interests of 
the barrister, and prosperity for the solicitor meant prosperity for the barrister 
and vice verséd. Reterring to the recent visit of Maitre Labori, he said that it 
had brought to our minds the fact that to speak of the purity of the adminis- 
tration of justice in England was nota platitude, and that this was one of 
the things they did not manage better in France. 

Mr, Epmunp Kinser, M.P., submitted the toast, ‘‘The Incorporated 
and other Law Societies in England and Wales.’’ He remarked upon the 
Valuable arsistance that was given by the societies especially in the House 
of Commons. They furnished the members with reminders and 
memoranda, and kept them alive to the defects m the legislation 
Which came before them. Among the volumes of pa that 
tame to the members the communications from the various law 
societies w always retained and valued, and he hoped that 
the societies Would not think that because they did not have any 
administrative show and appreciation they were any the less valued. 
With regard to the erring solicitor, he felt that the penalty of his offence 
Was greater than that which fell to the lot of others, for it meaut 
professional ruin for life. 

Mr. Ronerr Exierr (President of the Incorporated Law Soviety), in 
returning thanks, said he attached special importance to the reception 
which had been accorded to the toast, because be was addre:sing those 
who shewed, by their membership of the Solici'ors’ Benevolent Association, 
that they recognized the obligations which attached to solicitors to have 
legard for the corporate life, the common interests of that great profession, 
and not merely to their own individual interests. And that was the spirit 
Which was the foundation of the various incorporated law societies. ose 
societies recognized that the members of the profession were not placed in 
the position they occupied simply and solely for their own purposes, but that, 
asmembers of that great profession, they had a duty one towards the other 
and to society, a duty which could not possibly be performed except in 
combination, in the manner in which these incorporated law societies 
enabled them to combine. Looking back upon the past of the Incorporated 
Law Society, he ventured to say that they might regard its career 
with great pride. It was founded only some three quarters of a century 
since, certainly subsequent to the date of seme of the country societies 





represented that ¢ It was founded by the voluntary efforts of a 
very few London solicitors who were men whose ¢ and enterprize and 
regard for the profession they might well copy emulate to-day. For 
they were not afraid to pledge themselves to an expenditure of £50,000 for 
the common purposes of the fession out of their own pockets. The 
society thus founded so ucted its effairs that very soon it was 
entrusted by the Legislature with the important duty of 

the fitness of applicants for admission to the — That duty was 
entrusted to the society. after it had shewn its interest in the 
cause of legal education mm the most manner and its 
fitness for the discharge of the duty. The task thus entrusted to the 
Incorporated Law Society had been continuously discharged by it to the 
present time with the greatest ible advantage both to the profession 
and to the community. But other duties had from time to time been cast 
upon the society, to one of which reference had been made that evening. 
He was not going to say one word about that disputed matter upon which 
Mr. Ram had given his opinion. He would only say that he entirely 
differed from him in that opinion, knowing that no tribunal was so fit 
to investigate a charge against a solicitor as one com of those who 
knew what were the temptations and what were the culties that beset 
the solicitor. But, however that might be, the Legislature had placed 
upon a committee of the society that very unpleasant duty, and he 
ventured to say that duty had been dischar, in a manner which 
entitled the gentlemen who served upon that committee to the thanks 
both of the profession and of the community. There were some 
who excused themselves for not taking part in the common life of the 
profession by membership of the society by criticizing the mode in which 
they were conducted. His answer to that simply was that every solicitor 
should become a member of the society—certainly every respectable 
solicitor—and it was the most democratic body the land. 
Every member of the society had an equal voice in choosing 
the mana and therefore the ent of their society might 
be exactly that which the members of the profession themselves 
desired. The Council would certainly be encouraged by the reception 
given to the toast to continue in the discharge of those duties. 8 ing 
tor the Council he might say that, ite the shafts of satire, despite 
the venom of slander, despite those lapses from rectitude to which 
reference had been made, and which none could so deeply regtet 
and deplore as those who were closely identified with the work 
of the profession; despite all that the Council would certainly 
go on so long as the suffrages of the members of the society 
cast upon them the duty which now rested upon them. They would go on 
in the performance of those duties which they had undertaken in the full 
belief and confidence that the society would in the future be as it had 
been in the past—one of the most beneficient institutions connected with 
the legal profession. He had heard the Solicitor-General make a speech 
recently in which he mentioned some things which he said were essential 
to the success of an advocate. Two of them were certainly applicable 
equally to members of the solicitor branch of the profession. They were 
patience and industry. Two of them he thought the board of directors 
of the association would say pointed to matters in which, whether desirable 
or not, the members of the solicitor branch were certainly not behindhand. 
They were early and moderate means. But let him add two 
others as necessary to the successful career of every solicitor. One was 
membership of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association and the other 
membership of the Incorporated Law Society. 

Mr. T. Muscrave Francis (chairman of the Board of Directors) p 
the health of ‘‘ The Chairman of the Evening,’’ which was recei 
acclamation, upstanding and with mutical honours, and 

The Cuarnman briefly acknowledged the compliment. 

The final toast was *‘ The Visitors,’ given by Mr. J, 8. Baus, the Rev. 
T. B. Dover re thanks, 

During dessert a selection of music was rendered with more than ordinary 
excellence, under the direction of Mr. Robert Hilton, by Miss e 
Purvis, Miss Marie Hooton, Mr. George May, Mr. Edward Dalzell, % 
oat James, and Mr. Robert Hilton. At the piano, Mr. Cuthbert 

itemore. 


with 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar an Wedne:day : 

Lrxcoin’s-INN.— William R. Southeard; Hirabhai M. Mebta, St. John’s 
Coll., Camb., B.A.; Indrajit Kalabhai, St. John’s Coll., Oxford; Walter 
E. 8. Callender; FitzHerbert G. ht; Charles Ross; William G. B. 
Ritchie, Trin. Coll., Camb., B.A.; George 8. Elliston, St. Catharine’s 
Coll., Camb., B.A. ; George M. Falkner; Thomas P. Law, Trin. Coll., 
Dublin ; Ramani K. Does, Fitz William Hall, Camb., and of Calcutta, 
B.A.; Emest H. Pooley, Pemb. Coll, Cambd., B.A.; Ralph F. Bury, 
Trin. Coll., Camb. B.A.; Phillip W. Baker-Wilbraham, liol Coll., 
Oxford, B.A.; Syed Ali Inman; Guy M. Kindersley; Michael H. 
Rafferty. 

Innzk TenrLr.—Eric R. Watson, LL.B. Lond., holder of a Certificate 
of Honour awarded Trinity term, 1901; Norman S. Coghill ; Montagu A. 
Harris, B.A. Oxford ; B. Ri M.A. Oxford; Balfour H. 
Neill, Camb. ; John M. BA., LL.B. Camb.; Wensley H. 
Bond, B. ; Edward K. Henderson, B.A. Camb.; Kenn H, 
Hathorn, B.A. Camb. ; F. 8. Bowles, B.A. Camb. ; Thomas E. 
Joseph Fitzgerald ; John A. Spedding, Camb.; Hugh O. Bischoff, B.A. 
Oxford ; John P. Lockwood, B.A. Camb. ; George L. — Oxford ; 

James Wyle, B.A. 
b.; Francis H. B. Hodgson, 


William H. Friend: Thomas Close; J. Green ; 
LL.B. bam 


Oxford ; Charles O. Remfry, B.A., 
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B.A. Oxford; Herbert R. D. May, B.A. Camb. and Thomas T. 
Blyth, B.A, Oxford. 

iwpte Tempte.—Edward R. Harrison, LL.B., London, Barstow 
scholar, 1901; Thomas Richmond, B.A. Madras Univ., Pablic Prosecutor 
and Government pleader and first-grade pleader, Tellicherry, N. Malabar, 
India; Cecil R. Phillips; Arthur H. Taylor, M.D., Edin.; John 
A. Moore; John Buchan, B.A., Oxford; William Parker; William 
Finlay, B A., Camb.; Suraj Balram Sawhny, B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; 
Morgan Morgan; Léon Renaud; Samuel I. Oddie, M.B., C.M., Edin. ; 
Walter Frampton ; Richard A. Hornby ; Hugh O. Dolbey, London Univ. ; 
Cecil W. Beresford, LL.B., Oamb.; Herbert M. Adler, M.A., LL M., 
McMahon law student, St. John’s Ooll., Camb., Whewell scholar, 
first-class classical tripos, 1897; Herbert P. Fletcher; Arthur H. W. 
Cress; Mohamed Arabi, M.A., Allahabad Univ.; William H. de 
Courcy, Royal Univ. of Ireland; and Edmond Ooll, barrister-at-law 
(Irish Bar), B.A., Trin. Coll., Dublin. 

Gray's-1nn.—Henry L. Wendt, advocate of the Supreme Court and 
late acting Attorney-General of Oeylon; Frank H. Boddington, B.A., 
Trin. Ooll., Camb.; Fielding Gill, Krishnarao B. Divatia, Inamdar 
of the British Government, and of the State of Radhanpur, and First Class 
Subordinate Judge, Bombay Presidency; Kasi P. Basu, Subodh C. Roy, 
B.A., Oalcutta Univ., B.A., LL.B., Camb.; Tekoo R. Ditta, 
Mohiny-mohan OCOhuckerbutty, Francis R. Oapello, Sydney Ashley, 
Charles 8. René, Michael O'Sullivan, Evert I. van Gorkom, Charles de 
Silva Batuvantudavé, Roland P. Williams, M.D., D.P.H.; Salahuddin 
K. B. Khan, M.A., B.C.L., Oxford; Arthur de W, Mulligan, B.A., 
Ch. Ch., Oxford ; Bhupendranath Basu, undergraduate, Calcutta Univ. ; 
Wilfrid A. E. Austen, B.A., late scholar Pemb. Ooll., Camb.; William 
H. E. Fellows, Superintendent in the Punjab Government Civil 
Secretariat ; Fazl-i-Husain, B.A., Punjab Univ., and Christ’s Coll., Oamb. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Purr Tuomas Ruys, of 22, Victoria-square, Aberdare, solicitor, has 
been appointed Olerk to the Income Tax Commissioners for the Hundred 
of Mickin, Glamorganshire. Mr. Rhys was admitted in August, 1881, 
and is deputy coroner for the Northern Division of Glamorgan and clerk 
to the Ystradfellte School Board, near Aberdare. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvTions, 


Ricnarp Oatrarns and Roianp Ex.is pr Vesian, solicitors (Cattarns & 
de Vesian), 104, Leadenhall-street, London. Dec. 31, 1900. 

Wurm Tyrer and Atrrep McMaster, solicitors (Tyrer & A. McMaster), 
Liverpool. April 27, 1901. [ Gazette, June 14, 





GENERAL, 


In making a request to the Dover Corporation on the 18th inst. for £450 
on account of counsels’ fees in an arbitration between the corporation and 
the Kent County Oouncil in regard to main road maintenance, Sir 
Wollaston Knocker, town clerk, said he had calculated that the openi 
day of the inquiry cost £1 a minute. He considered the way these 
Government Bosrd arbitrations were conducted was a sinful waste of 
public money. 


At a meeting of the council of the General Council of the Bar Mr. Joseph 
Walton, K.C., and Mr, O. M. Warmington, K.C., were elected chairman 
and vice-chairman respectivly ; Mr. T. ‘[. Methold was elected treasurer in 
succession to Mr. Wolstenholme, resigned; and Mr. Cripps, K.C., M.P., 
Mr. Bargrave Deane, K.C., Mr. Jenkins, K.O., Mr. P. 8. Gregory, Mr. J. 
Lloyd Morgan, M.P., and Mr. Ralph V. Bankes were elected additional 
members of the council. 


There were last year, says the Daily Mail, fifteen cases in which H.M. 
judges ordered flogging, and in each of them the offence was robbery with 
violence. Mr. Justice Bigham heads the list with 114 strokes (six cases), 
and Mr. Justice Day comes next with 120 strokes (three cases). The rest 
were apportioned as follows: Mr. Justice Bruce, 24 (one case); Mr. 
Justice Bucknill, 25 (one case); Mr. Justice Phillimore, 50 (two cases) ; 
the Recorder of the City of London, 12 (one case); and the Common 
Serjeant, 15 (one case). 

An anecdote is told, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, of a counsel 
now forgotten, who was more famous for festive qualities and gifts of 
speech than for erudition. ‘‘ That is all very well, Mr. So-and-So,’’ said 
a judge, interrupting his eloquent address on behalf of a client, ‘‘ but how 
do you get over 1 & 2 Victoria?’’ The advocate was equal to the occa- 
sion. ** What do you think, gentlemen of the jury,”’ he asked, with tears 
in his voice, ‘‘ of a statute passed in the first and second years of the reign 
of a defenceless young Queen ?’’ 


The j meen of the Special Court appointed under the Indemnity and 
Special Tribunals Acts in the case of Queen v. P. W. Smith, who stood his 
trial for murder in October last, is of some importance, says the South 

ican Law Journal, by reason of a decision having therein been given 
for the first time (in South Africa, at least) on the question of the criminal 
responsibility of a soldier for doing an illegal act upon the instructions of 
a superior officer. It was held, in substance, that it the commands of the 
superior officer were 0! i an inferior would be justified in 


questioning or even refusing to execute such commands, but as long as the 














orders of the superior were not obviously in opposition to the law of the 
land, or to the well-known customs of the army, so long must they meet 
with complete and unhesitating obedience. The judgment was delivered 
by Mr. Justice Solomon, President of the Court. 


Mr. Richard Solomon, K.C., M.L.A., has, says the South African Law 
Journal, been appointed Legal Adviser to the Transvaal Administration, 
Though the appointment under this name is only a temporary one, it is 
arranged that Mr. Solomon will become Attorney-General of the Transvaal 
when the present military administration is replaced by a more permanent 
one. The appointment will be received with general satisfaction, tempered 
with regret on the part of the Cape Colony bar at losing one of their most 
brilliant and popular members. . Solomon is a ag emg graduate 
of Oambridge, and was called to the English bar at the er Temple on 
the 27th of January, 1879. After being called to the bar he returned to 
the Colony and joined the Eastern Districts Court, practising in Grahams. 
town. e subsequently moved to Kimberley, and was appointed legal 
adviser to De Beers Consolidated Mining Co., an appointment which he 
held till 1898, when he became Attorney-General of the Cape Colony under 
Mr. Schreiner as Premier. 


The following is a list of the gentlemen who will represent the self. 
governing colonies at the forthcoming conference to consider the question of 
the constitution of the final Court of Colonial Appeal: The Dominion of 
Canada.—The Hon. David Mills, Minister of Justice in the Dominion Cabinet, 
Newfoundland.—His Honour George Henry Emerson, Judge of the 
Supreme Court of Newfoundland. The Commonwealth of Australia.—His 
Honour Henry Edward Agincourt Hodges, Puisne Judge of the Supreme 
Court of Victoria. New Zealand.—Sir James Prendergast, late Chief 
Justice of New Zealand. Cape of Good py Hon. James Rose 
Innes, K.C., the Attorney-General of Cape of d Hope. Natal.—M. 
William Boase Morcom, K.C.,M.L.A. The Secretary of State for the 
Colonies has selected Sir William James Smith, Chief Justice of British 
Guiana, to represent the other colonies at the conference. The 

of State for India has appointed Sir John Edge, a member of his Oo 

to attend the conference on behalf of the Government of India. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 


Rota or Reaistgans 1x ATTENDANCE OX 





Emencency Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KEKEEWICH. Byrexs. 
24 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr, R. Leach Mr. Carringta 
+0035 Church Jackson Beal Pugh 
+2426 R. Leach Carringta 
one God Jackson Beal Pugh 
~ Farmer RB. Leach Carrington 
10:29 Greswell Jackson Beal Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozzns-Harpy, FaRrweE.u. Buck.ey. Joycr, 
.24 Mr. Church Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
) King W. Leach Farmer Pemberta 
——_ Church re Godfrey Pugh 
mt Church Greswell Godfrey Beal 
King W. Leach Farmer R. Leah 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 1901. 
(Continued from p. 563.) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORG 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVOROE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES OOURTS. 


(General List.) 
1900. 


In re Orick & Ellison & V & P Act, 1874 appl of F Crick & anr from orde 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 13, 1900 Aug 17 

In re Lapraik Thompson v Lapraik appl of deft B A Pearce from ora 
of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 2,1900 Aug 24 

In re John Scott Langton v Scott appl of defts Amelia Langton and om 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 13,1900 Aug 29 

Neale v Neale appl of pltff H N Neale, spinster, from order of lt 
Justice Byrne, dated Aug 11, 1900 t 6 

Shaw v Johnson, Cole, Brier & Oordrey appl of deft Co from order d 
Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 24,1900 Sept 7 

In re Moss Jenkins v Moss appl of deft G M Jenkins from order of it 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 20, 1900 t 26 

Lyell v Broderick appl cf deft from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hard), 
dated July 6, 1900 Oct 10 

In re Willis Willis v Willis appl of pltff from order of Mr Justia 
Kekewich, dated Aug 2, 1900 Oct 15 

Pepin v Bruyére appl of deft Oharles Larnaude from order of # 
Testes Kekewich, dated July 7, 1900 Oct 22 

Collicott v South Staffordshire Mines Drainage Oommrs appl of deft fra 
poche page Kekewich, dated Aug 5, 1896 (restored by onde, 
Aug 1, 

Foakes v Miller appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dat#l 
June 25, 1900 ( ordered) Oct 25 

In re Bingham Bridges v Webb of defts B. L. Wright & ors ima 
order. of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Aug 1, 1900 Oct 26 
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In re Gore Booth, dec Gore Booth v Gore Booth ape ee oS ome 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 27,1900 (s 0 by order Feb 28, 


1901) Novl 

Clayfield v May appl of pltff MJ Clayfield from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated July 7, 1900 Nov 2 

Thurstan v The Nottingham Permanent Benefit Building Society appl of 
pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 1, 1900 Nov 6 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re Spiller'f& Co ld, in 
liquidation opp! of F W Harris from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 

ov 9 


Oct 31, 1900 
Jenkins vInnes appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
July 31, 1800 Nov 12 
appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
iv 12 


Smith v Baxter 
0 
pl of deft G Booth from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 












July 25, 1900 
Smith v Ker a 
dated June 19, 1900 Nov 16 
In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re Lilly & Lilly ld appl of 
Arthur Mead from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 3, 1900 


Nov 17 
Inre Moses Beddington v Beddington appl of defts H M Beddington 
ot e, Tated Aug 8, 1900 Nov 20 


and anr from order of Mr Justice Byrn 

In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re the Sunlight Incandescent 
Gas Lamp Cold appl of L Moorris from order of Justice Wright, 
dated Aug 1, 1900 Aug 13 

Inre C E Tompkins and the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts, 1845 to 
1860 and 1869 appl of CO M Courdon from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 
dated Nov 21, 1900 Nov 23 

lisle v Reeve appl of deft from from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
Nov 29,1900 Decl 

In re Trustee Act, 1893, and the Trustee Relief Act and In re Henry 
Lawrence, dec appl of Charles Bowden Lawrence from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated Nov 23, 1900 (produce order) Dec 6 

The Trustee of the ow of J E Borland (bankrupt) v Steel Bros & 
Co, ld awe of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 14, 
1900 7 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1898, and In re The Stray Shot and 
Excelsior Gold Mines, 1d appl of W. J. Beadley from order of Mr. 
Justice Wright, dated Nov 29, 1900 (produce order) Dec 10 

Inre Ball Ball v Ball appl of T. Evans & A N Evans from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 27, 1900 Dec 10 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In re Pitts, Son & King ld 
appl of W G Jefferys and anr from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Novy 28, 1900 Dec 12 

Neaverson v Rural District Council of Peterborough appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 10,1900 Dec 14 

Gladstone v Potts appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 10, 1900 Dec 15 

In re H Schmarr, &c, and Land Clauses Consolidation Acts & London 
County Council (Impt) Act, 1897 appl of London County Council from 
order of Mr Byrne, dated Dec 11, 1 Dec 21 

In re Registered Trade Mark, No 59,992 and Patent Design & Trade Marks 
Acts, 1883 to 1888 appl of O & G Rushton, 1d, from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Dec7, 1900 Dec 21 

The Home and Colonial Stores ld v Colls appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Dec 20, 1900 Dec 29 
































1901. 

In re The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The Melbourne Brewery & 
Distillery 1d appl of petnur G B Weiland from order of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Dec 19, 1900 Jan 2 

Bradford Dyers Assoc. ld v Bury appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Jan 15, 1901 Jan 23 

In re Moulton Price v Hyde appl of deft E F Hyde from order of 

a Ee ee 
pman v Browne appl of de m order o! ustice Cozens- 

dated Aug 11, 1900 “feb 4 ‘ 

Hughes v Hicklin appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
Dec 7, 1900 Feb 5 

Daniels y Webster appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Jan 18, 1901 (produce order) Feb 6 

Bagot Pntumatic Tyre Oo ld v The Clip Pneumatic Tyre Co ld 
ody pltffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 5, 1900 


The Mayor, &c, of Wolverhampton v The British Electric Traction Co 1d 
appl of defts from order, dated Dec 20,1900 Feb 7 

In re Shaw v Marten appl of deft Percy Shaw from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne. dated Dec 13, 1900 Feb 7 

In re Clarke Foster v Clarke appl of defts A H P Olarke & ors from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Jan 23, 1901 Feb 7 

ook laa appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Oct 30, 

e 
Maddock vy Bridges (Manchester District istry) appl of deft Ellen 
& ors from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Dec 1, 1900 


9 
Inre The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The Buluwayo Con- 
solidated Goldfields 1d appl of A D Cochrane & anr from order of Mr 


Justice Wright, dated Jan 16, 1901 Feb 12 
Inre Fowler Murray v Roeder appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 


Farwell, dated Feb 8, 1901 Feb 


























Hellyer v Archer Burton appl of deft Henry Gibbon from order of Mr 
Guthrie & ors v North China Insce Cold appl 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Hoxton Oo ld v Henry Lovibond & Son ld appl of defts Henry 
Lovibond & Son ld from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 1, 1901 


Wiliams + Tara l of pltffs from order of Mr Justice B dated 

v appl o s order of Mr ice Byrne, 

Feb 26, 1901 (produce onan 

In re S Norrish, dec In re R F Loosemore (taxation) cae R F Loose- 
more from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated April 18, 1901 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Urmston Grange 
Steamship Oo ld appl of George Dursie & ors from order of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated May 2, 1901 

Portsmouth v Seward appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated May 14, 1901 (produce order) 

Graham v Wroughton appl of deft W H Wroughton from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated May 3, 1901 

Divorce A B Eccles, petnr vy A J Eccles, respt appl of respt from order 
of The President, dated April 29, 1901 

Divorce E Waudby v W H Waudby & Bowland appln of appellant 
from order of The President, dated May 3 aud 9, 1901 

Glamorganshire Canal Navigation Co v Nixon’s Navigation Cold appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Jan 14, 1901 (from 
List—to be heard by 3 Judges, by order) 

FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1900. 

Rickaby (petnr) v Rickaby (respt), Mackenzie & Swift (co-respts) appl of 
petnr from order of Mr Justice Barnes, dated June My 1900 Jay 2 

Synge v Synge appl of petnr from order of The President, dated May 
21,1900 Aug 2 


1901. 
AJ Harries v A E Harries appl of co-respt C Gregory from order of The 
President, dated Dec 12, 1900 Jan 16 


Abdy, M F, v Abdy, WN appl of petnr from order of The President, 
dated Jan 14,1901 March 23 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE OOURT OF LANCASTER. 
(General List.) 
1900. 


Owen v Legg appl of deft’s legal perso mal representative from order of 
Vioe-Ghanceliar of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Nov 15, 1900 
8 


1901. 


Charlton v Bourke Appl of defts from order of the Vice-Chancellor of 
County Palatine of caster, dated Dec 11, 1901, & motion to appoint 
expert to come on with the appeal, by order Jan 15 

Formby v Fenton appl of deft A M Formby from order of the Vice- 


Chancellor of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Nov 12,1900 Feb 5 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 


{In Bankruptcy.) , 

In re Bastable, F (expte The Trustee) from an order of the Divisional 
Court sitting in Selene, made on the 25th March, 1901, allowing the 
appeal with costs and declaring that the Trustee was bound to perform 
a certain contract between the Bankrupt and Mary Anne Silverstone or 
disclaim the lease, the subject matter of the contract, if so required 

In re A Debtor (ex pte The Debtor) from an order made by Mr Registrar 
Linklater, dated April 13, 1901, making a receiving order 

In re A Debtor (ex pte The Debtor) from an order made by Mr Registrar 
Giffard, dated May 6, 1901, a receiving order 

In re The Debtors (ex pte The Debtors) from an order made by Mr 
Registrar Linklater, dated May 13, 1901, making a receiving order 

Ty re A Debtor (ex pte The Petitioning Creditor) from an order of Mr 
Registrar Giffard, dated May 9, 1901, dismissing, without costs, a bank- 
ruptcy petition herein 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1900. 

W Montgomery & Co v The Indemnity Mutual Marine, &c, 1d appl of 
defts from judgment of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 9, 1900, without 
jury, Middlesex Nov 27 

Holland & Oo ld v Sarah Jean Langdale appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Darling, dated Nov 5, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Nov 30 

Saunders v White & Samuel (Thomas Biggs, t) (Crown Side) appl of 
clmt from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Nov 21, 1900 Nov 30 

Richard Yates v William Francis Terry (Crown Side) sppl of pltff from 
judgt of Justices Lawrance and Kennedy, dated Oct 31,1900 Dec 1 

The Great Western Ry Oo v The Metropolitan Ry Oo (Railway and Canal 
Commission) appl of defts The Metropolitan Ry Co from Audet of Mr 
oo Wright, Siz F. Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated Nov 21, 1900 

4 


La Société Anonyme L’Industrielle Russo-Belge v H Scholefield & Son 
appl of pltffs from a jnast of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 23, 1900, 
esex 


without a jury, Mi Dec 4 
of defts from judgt of Mr 


Justice Buckley, dated Nov 23, 1900 Feb 15 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re Ebenezer Roberts &| Justice Mathew, dated Nov 23, 1900, without a j Middlesex Dec 6 
Sons ld app. of R. W. Baxter from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy | Hobbs & Son v Turner of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
(Winding Up), dated Jan 1, 1901 Feb 18 dated Nov 24, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Dec 10 








604 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 22, 1901, 


seen, 








A & A Crompton & Co ld v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co (Railway 
& Canal Commission) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
Sir F Peel, and Viecount Cobham, dated Nov 8, 1900 Dec 17 

Morgan, Wakley & Co v Powley, Thomas & Co appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 30, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex 
Tec 17 

le Bott v Masham appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
ted Dec 12, 1900, without a jury (Commercial List), Middlesex 
Dec 21 

Cathcart v Jacobs appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated Dec 

17, 1900, without jury, Middlesex Dec 28 


1901. 

The Attorney-Gen v Walter Winans and Louis William Winans (Revenue 
Side) appl of deft from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, 
dated Nov 28, 1900 Janl 

The Power Die Printing Syndicate ld v Johnston appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Dec 20, 1900, without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 4 

Payne v Elsden appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 
17, 1900, with a common jury, Middlesex Jan 10 

Richelmann & anr v Verner appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Nov 7, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 22 

London County Council v Great Oentral Railway Co appl of deft company 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Jan 16, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 24 

Leach v Arber appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Jan 14, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 24 

The British Electric Traction Co ld v The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (Revenue Side) appl of ‘.~ from judgt of Justices Kennedy 
& Phillimore, dated Nov 27, 1900 29 

Doyle & anr v Coles (by original action) Coles v Doyle & ors appl of 

homas E Ooles, deft in counterclaim, from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated Oct 25, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 29 

Ellis y Watson appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Jan 19, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 1 

Salisbury Jones v The Joint Stock Institute 1d & anr appl of deft 
Bottomley from order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 19, 1900, without 
a jury, Middlesex Feb1 

Holdeworth v Richardson & Salmon appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Mathew, dated Jan 28, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 4 

Collins v The Law Guarantee & Trust Socld appl of defts from judgt of 
_ Kennedy, dated Feb 5, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 

'e 

The Mayor of Blackburn v Saunderson & ors appl of pltffs from order of 

— Mathew, dated Dec 19, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex 
e 

Cadlip v Finlinson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated Jan 
28, 1901, without a jury, Taunton Feb7 

Lane v Elliott Bros appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Jan 17, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 9 

The Harburg India-Rubber Comb Oo & Ferdinand Winter v Martin 
Brown appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Jan 28, 
1901, with a special jury, Middlesex Feb 9 

Radford v Delmege appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, 
dated Dec 18, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 11 

The Northfleet Coal & Ballast Oo ld v The Tower Portland Cement Co 
1d and George Butchard appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated Feb 1, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 12 

Kingston v Marshall and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated Feb 5, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 14 

Sawrey v Vercoe appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Nov 29, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 18 

Linaker v Pilcher and ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Feb 11, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 20 

— v Friary Steam Ship Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr. 

ustice Mathew, dated Feb 15, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex (further 
—— to be asked for at hearing of the appl, by order, March 4, 1901) 
e 

Richard Holden ld v Bostock & Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated Feb 7, 1901, without a jury, Manchester Feb 26 

Keats v Rendle appl of eg from judgt of Mr Justice Day, deted Feb 
11, 1901, with ajury Feb 26 

Re mv Broadwood appl of deft Julia Broadwood from ju of 
Mr Justice Bruce, dated Feb 16, 1901, with a common jury, Middlesex 
Feb 28 Remmington v Broadwood appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated Feb 16, 1901, with a common jury, Middlesex 
(No , Remmington v Broadwood end anr, » to follow these 
two — by order March 2 

—— v Evans & Oold appl of pltff from order of Justices Wills and 

, dated Feb 9, 1901 (security ordered) Feb 28 

Currie v Booth appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Feb 22, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 6 

The Mold and Denbigh Junction Ry Co v The London and North-Western 
Ry Uo mrtg Roe Canal Commissian) appl of applicants from judgt 
of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel and Viscount Cobham, dated Feb 25, 
1901 March 7 

North Queensland Insce Cold v The Rhenish Westphalean Lloyd Marine 
Insce Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Feb 

wens oe | bag a jury, a March 7 
entw v Peel app’ t from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
March 9, 1901, without s jury, Middlesex ° March 12 ¢ 
Carmichael v Abrahams appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 4, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 12 





FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearne. 
With Nautical Assessors. 


1901. 
Ovingdean Grange 1901 Folios 337 and 328 Owners of Forsete y 
Owners of Ovingdean Grange (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of the 
President, dated Feb 15, 1901 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1899 


Woolley v Manchester Ship Canal Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 13, 1899, at trial 
before T H Baylis, Esq, and special jury (Court of Passage, Liverpool) 
—Pitff dead April 19 


1900. 

Clark v Dixon, Brown & ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt dated . 1900, a’ trial before Mr 
Justice Bruce and special jury, Newcastle-on-Tyne (s o till after judgt 
given by Bruce, J) Nov7 

Gordon v The London, City, & Midland Bankld appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgment dated August 18, 1900, at 
trial before Mr Justice Bucknill and special jury, Birmingham part heard 
(Final Appeal) Gordon v The London, City, & Midland Bank appl of 
pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Dec 19, 1900, and cross. 
notice of appl by respt from same order (transferred to this list by order) 
Same v Capital & Counties Bank ld appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 20, 1900, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bucknill and special jury, Birmingham part heard s o till 
after decision in House of Lords in similar appl 

St Helen’s Corpn v The United Alkali Co ld a of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 19, 1900, at trial 
before Mr Justice Bucknill and —— jury, Liverpool Dec 31 

901. 


Hirst v West Riding Union Banking Co ld and anr appln of West Riding 
Union Banking Co 1d for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Dec 18, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and 
special jury, Leeds Jan 3 Samev Same appln of defendant R B Hartley 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 18, 1900, 
at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and special jury, Leeds Jan 3 

Remmington v Broadwood and anr appln of deft AS Broadwood for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 15, 1901, at 
trial before Mr Justice Bruce and common jury, Middlesex (to follow 
No. 94 final appeal, by order) March 12 

Carritt v Bradley and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 15, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham and special jury, Middlesex March 22 

Barry v Harcourt, Sons & Rolt appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 15, 1901, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and special jury, Middle-ex March 27 

Hackshaw v Rogers appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 11, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Wills and common jury, Leeds March 30 

Beard & Addison v Hardy appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 28, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and common jury, Middlesex April 2 

Erskine, Oxenford, & Cov Sachs appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 19, 1901, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and common jury, Middlesex April 25 

Turner v Sawdon appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 7, 1901, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Kennedy and jury. April 26 

W Dennis & Sons v Pearson applu of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated April 23, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and common jury, Middlesex May 6 

Atkinson & Cov Emmott appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated April 19, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and special jury, Manchester May 11 

Mirams v Our Logs Publishing Co, 1d appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 25, 1901, at trial 
before Mr a ustice Darling and common jury, Manchester May 14 

Honnywill v The Mayor, &c, Sheffield — of defts for judgt or new 
res pe appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 13, 1901, at trial 
before Mr Justice Mathew and special jury, Middlesex May 15 

Rogers v Carlo, Gatti, & Stevensonld appln of pltffs for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 7, 1901, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley, witha jury May 15 

Middlehurst v Goldschmidt appln of pltffs fom judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 19, 1901, at trial before Mr 
Justice Darling with a jury, Manchester May 15 

Watkiss v Stocker appin of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated May 6, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham 
with a jury May 18 

Beasley v The Great Western Ry Co appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt dated May 14, 1901, at trial before 
Mr Justice Mathew and special jury, Middlesex May 20 

Stokvis v The London General Umnibus Oo ld _ applu of pltff for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 2, 1901, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham May 2 

Wadlock v Winfield appin of deft deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated May 15, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and common jury May 23 

(To be continued.) 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


une 24.—Messrs. Hots & Hanis, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold oe omy Estate, situate 

eee ft Pele oe ee the remaining portion of the 
Park te; total frontages to —_- roads exceeds 8,400 feet. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co., London. (See advertisement, June 15, P- 38.) 

25.—Mesers. BEapEL, Woop, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 :—Ezssex : 

ag South Fambrage Estates, abutting on the tidal River a bs ordig rate —— 
facilities for yechting near Burnham-on Crouch ; about 664 
Wing & Ede, (iso odivertioonent, Tune 8, p. 8.) 

June 25 —Messrs. Desertas, Tzwson, Farmer, & Barpcrwarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Freehold Property, known as Under , about 13 miles from Godstone, 
and five miles from Redhill J mansion. BSolici- 
tors, Messrs. Teesdale, & Co., 

» situate withia five minutes’ walk of the 
< three-quarters of anacre. Solicitors, ton & 
14 Properties, Nos. 34 to 39, John-street, within 40 yards of 
at £195 per annum ; Nos. 2 to 5, Caroline-place, 

£120 per annum. ‘Solicitors, Messrs, Routh, 

Devon : Two Family Residences and a Plot of B 

tora station. Solicitor, H. J. V. 

Grange, Co perm ge Warwickshire: A Freehold 

hunting oe =e comprising a ssplimae modern family mansion, of red brick 

and stone, b’ milf in the year 1873, Solicitors, Messrs, Twist & Sons, Coventry. (See 

advertisements, June 8, pp. 2 and 38.) 

June 25.—Messrs. Trottope, at the Mart, at 2: Kent House, Knightsbridge, 8.W., a 
noble Freehold Town Mansion, situated ‘at the corner of Butland- 
pen | Hyde Park, close to Albert-gate. my , ae. La 

enc Tamang gy on ge ay =o with right of 
Corner Town House, overlooking private ornamen’ access 
thereto, within a wy yards of St. Paw 4 Park and aD eae Solicitors, Messrs, 
Nicholl, Manisty, & Co., London. (See advertisements, June 8, p. 9.) 

June 25.—Messrs. > pte & Lez, at the Mart, at 2: Long Leasehold Investment in 
moéern high-class private Residential on the Goesvence a, producing 

a total clear profit rental of £784 per annum. Solicitor, Frank W. Faulkner, Esq., 
Londen. (See advertisements, June 8, p. 9 ) 

June 25.—Messrs. WEATHERALL & Green (in conjunction with Fieve, Sons, & Apams), 

at the Mart, at 1: Freehold aa. Bite, on which now stands the fully-licensed 

premises known as Carr’s Restauran t, and two shops adjoining, Nos. 263 and 264, 
Strand. which will present a frontage to the Strand as widened by the London County 


,» known as 
on ; 
Savory, London.— 


Council of 104 feet, with a total superficial area of about 6,246 feet. 
ds ‘& Co vertisemen' 
June 26,—Messrs. Epwin ox & Bovusrigtp, at the Mart, at 2:—Sundridge Park, eH 

Freehold Residential Estate, 170 acres, with possession, known as ae ee ee 

Bolici alfords: 

London. (See advertisement, June 8, p. 6.) 
June 26 —Messrs. Dovcias Youne & Co , at the Mart, at 2:—Croydon 

adjoi reversions to The rack-rentals, estimated at £1,250 annum. 

Farrer, Porter & Co., London,—Bexhill-on-Sea : ‘Freehold 


Messrs. , London. (See ad it, June 8, p. 6 ) 
within half an hour of Cannon-street and Charing-cross. 

: Freehold Ground- 
rent, amounting to £490 per annum, secured uw) pon the new Theatre Royal and premises 
about 21 acres, situate at the west end of the town, with a fron‘ 


week, p. 4.) 
June 27.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Brinczwarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Pangbourne, Berks : The Tower Estate, a Freehold — Property 
of about 339 acres, in one of the most favourite districts within a of 
—. oe Messrs. Ta‘ & Lousada, London. — Kent: The 
y Manor and Fairby Estate, adjoining Fawkham Station on main line 
TE ced OR), about 23 lice trom Levhon, sad Sve trem Genvensaa and ‘Dartford. 


The West Kent Foxhounds and the Mid- Kent Staghounds hunt the district. Solicitors, 


Messrs, Watkins, Baylis, & Chidson, London,—Sussex: Mill Rudgwick, a 
Freehold Sporting Estate or Pleasure Farm, with shooting, , and hunting; 
comfortable old-fashioned residence, Solicitor, J. F. A. Cotching. -» Horsham.— 
South Kensington: A Town House, near the Albert Hall and within minutes’ 


walk of South Kensington Station, with ession. Solicitors, 8. R. Pollard, 

and Messrs. J. C. Button & Co., London.— Oxfordshire: A Freeho'd Estate of ope 
782a. 3r. 9p. known as Park Corner and Ewelme Park — in the parishes of 
8 be, Nuffield, and Ewelme. Solicitors, Messrs. Martin & Nicholson, London, 
(See advertisements, June 8, pp. 2, 3.) 

June 27.—Messrs. G. H. Mastzrman & Co., at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Estate, Merton 
Lodge, Merton-lane, West-bill, Highgate, Residence and stabling, standing in 
= rounds of over two acres; let on lease, expiring 1904, at £250peranoum. Solicitors, 

essrs, a ms & Pymand Messrs. my th) London.—Two Free 
_ a - eae oo ae 5 —— . the ee Private Boe. 
icitors, Messrs, Young, Jones # ‘essrs. es, Teesdale, & 

Lendon. (See advertisements, this week, p. 3.) ~ 
nea Mewes. ©. C. & T, Moons, * bo hag et He —Loughton : Freehold Residence. 
icitors, Messrs. Je Son, & Tad ford : Freehold Residences, 
Claremont Villa and Maida Ville. Solicitor, J. Ashbrid: .» London.—Mile End- 

: Freehola Shop Property, Nos. 470, 474, 476, and risk End-road, near the 

ie Palace. Solicitors, Harris & & Chetham, —Hackney and London 

Fields: Freehold Residences in Lansdow: ne-road, London Fields, near the station ; 

Freehold .—¥ in et, Hackney-road ; Commodious Freehold Canal-side 

Premises, Hackney; Eight Freehold Dwelling-houses in Exmouth- 

place ; pac ight Breabold Houses in Great Cambnidge-street ; — = in Moye- 


Houses in Holme-street, Great Cambridge-strest ; and 26, Talvera- 
Pisce ; and Four Leaseholds in Tuilerie-stree$, Bollcitors, Messrs 
eston & Sons and Mesars, Yarde & Loader, Londen. see advertisements, June 8, 


p. 9. ) 

“Alek —Messrs. Gramex & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Man aiiating Premises 
at eS ae Se ee a Bee te ‘Messrs. Castell & 
Brown (Ltd.), am lease, at £415 tout 3 Manufacturing Premises in 
Bermondsey, covering an area of about 8,000, eu a let to Messrs. B. Y 

Corner 


Co., upon lease, at £350 per ann buble house, enoirn ax he 


Crown, Bermondsey ; .,~ at £ 275 | per annum. 6olicitors, 
Messrs, Hollingsworth & Tyerman, a Ingle, Holmes, & Son, all of London. 


(See advertisement, his week, p. 
RESULTS OF SALES. 


Messrs. H. E. eceny & Cranes Soued o qaeaeen 6 Ge Mart. E C., on Wednesday 
lat, for the Freehold Premises, N 0. 41, Cliffe, High-street, Lewes; let at £60 per annum. 
The price realized being £1,300. 


Reversions, Lire Poxicres, Suangs, &c, 


The same firm also held their Fortnightly Sale of the wet Interests, at the Mart, on 
Thursday Anes the — being sold at the prices named 


z 
ee to One-cighth of £5,000; life 82 35 
Absolute to One-third of Ramsgate Fretholds, Producing £210 per 
annum; life82 ... sss a a ae ee 





LIPS SOLACE ter £1,500 to the Kepien 
premium, £33 4s. 14.; bonus 


and Lancashire ; aw 63; 
£112 1 


annual additions, 
SHARES in Erion Trading Bank (L0d.).-40 Shares of £5 each 


oJ consisted 
=a 


of F 


> Vener Fett Co, ref - Ar 
and addresses, and 


Messrs. C. C. & T. Moorn’s sale at eee 
reehold Ground-rents, the amount of the 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, June 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luuitep in Coancery. 


cry oyy 


the particulars of their debts or 
Piggott, 75, King et Manchester Hibbert & Westbrook, 


Brn RNE S Co, Liuutzp—Petn for winding 


oem, bikers foe potmers 


730 
72 


nly 28, cen ts 


Arthur Edwin 
, solora to liqui- 


Sane tt feted to be heed om 


June 25. Hallows & Co, 39, Bedford of appearing must 
Sauk ie deeneanal Sotltarthnn 80d i tates of eae 
Cotompran Lanp Co, —— required, on or before July 10, pont aes 
bo addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. vin, 32, Broad 
avenue 
Epwakrp Xeneam, Luorzp—Creditors are required, on or before a 4 to send their 
mames and addresses, and the Hall, 1, 


New ct, Carey st. Waterhouse 
| EquirasLe Fire anp Accipent Orrice, ae 
and addresses, and 


ag 81, to send their names 
Bamford and William Sen nena 18 Be Aan ah Manahonten 
2, -t. liquidators 


J. R. Rosson & Broruers, eae Prem are 
d their names and a 


way Whitfield, 17, East parade, Leeds. 


ars of 


of their debts or claims, to 
Go, 1, New et, Lincoln’s inn, solors to liquidstor 


uired, on or before 


uired, on or before Jul: 
debts or claims, to 


m of their dcbte or claime, 
Cooper & 


17, to 


& Uo, Leeds, solors for liquidator 


James Davison & Co, Lumrtep (1x ae Liguipatiox)—Creditora are requested, 
i and the particulars of their 


debts or ToiBerey Haglan Sewell, Queen Anne chub, Suabridge r, Bradford 
ns & Halifax, solors for liquida 
Lea Broox anp BLaxeLey Woop CotuEry Co, ieee (ux Liquipation)—Oreditors are 
ow yy BK 31, to or ees together with full 
particulars of their debts or , to Osmond Gallimore, Brierley Hill, Staffs 
Tas Py c Tyre S. Saree Canam ome uired, on or before July 12, 
ATHER EUMATI — ooo sore -- +- 


et A eg “ne 


liquidator 


Ga. & Hinabary cioom sclens te 


sy Rae & | eg ey for winding O, geeentad — 10, ate 


Chance, 68, Coleman 


st, peter’ 


June Bennett & 
sppesring must Teac the above-named not later than 6 lock in ihe afternoon of 


Ruyauyry Gas co Soueme A Voriuntary Liquipatioy)—Creditors are pe yng = Sag 
22, to names and addresses, the particulars of 
oc Hide Price ai, High ot Geraitf. eae ts Oo, Oantit, cole to 


before Jul: 
claims, to Wen‘ 
juidators 





bi -y o Cotuiery Co, Limtep (1x an engeens yy are 
send their names and addresses, and the 


Ttnathan Smith Hancock, 23, Church st, 


Warrexavai Extenpep, Luwrep (1 Lig 
to send won & Oo, 8, Boneh 


to Worthing 





of 


County Patatine or Lancaster. 
Luorep m Cuanozry. 








before J 
Tg ay 


ee Se are eee ae on or before 
Eastcheap, solors for liq 


Epwarp Maya & Masser, Liw1rzEp—Peta for winding up. presented May 24, directed 
4 2a Cor Assize ter, on — June 24, at 10.30. P. — 
e, idham, solors. Notice pearing must reach the above- 
ph DSF Rt 


London Gasette.—Tusspay, June 18, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarsp mm CHancery. 


aon Layee yer Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or fate = July 31, to send their 
addresses, and the 

ihe 8. Baval Exchange bidgs. 

omni W Woon Co, Lumen (1x LiquipatTion)—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, 

tyr wera askte on haan 

Arthas Edwin "Preston, 8, Clement’s In. Lowless & Co, Martin's In, Cannon st, solos 


Empress Gotp Mrnzs, em pp moe oy before July 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 8 Pitt, 


140, 140, Leadenhall st 


Frepk. W. Turron, ange am a spetect cm ce tetem J 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
Birmingham. Shakespeare & Co, 


s of their devts and 


claims, 


uly 6, to 
to 


claims, to W Kent Lemon, 
& Co, 15, Victoria st, Westminster, 


for 


Arthur 
am, 


Granpb lle Synpicats, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 30, to 
send their 4a 


Stewart, W 


Mounr Lyx Proprietary Mives, Linrrzp—Creditors are 
to and addresses, and 


names an 
inchester 


send in their names 
EA Horne, 82, Old Jewry 
Tuxe & J li —Creditors or before to send their 
KE paddy pe = ~~ rs are cpanel, om = A! 
rd, Hampstead, Van Sandau & Co, 13, King st, 


Yayorss Taapine Co, Luntrsp (rm Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
to and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims 


Cuff and J; 
Cheapside, 


Aug 5 send their names 
to John O. Hewitt, 57}, Old Broad st 


ringer. 94 Fac 








July 


and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
& Bickford, Moorgate st, solors to liquidator 
uired, before July 31, 
Ao sartivelans of tholt Sebto or caiams 


Warning To InTENDING Hovss Purcuaszrs anp Lessres.—Before pur- 
or renting a house have the Sanitary 


Tested and — 
Oo. (H. npn thy 


quoted on recei 
Sanitation,’’ 


pa 


t y full particulars. Established 25 years. 


ments thoroughly 
Engin 


Arrange 
rt ed The Sanitary 
ictoria-street, Westminster, Fee 


Telegrams, 
lephone, ‘ No. 316 Westminster. "—[Apvr.] 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 7. 
W. » Be » te Li 1, Furniture Ri July 5 Jackson v Ward 
‘ARD, BoBERT i= Hill, Me Ticccpoal emover July v . 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 11. 


ae 





Boi, Witiram. Peckham July8 Young & we 
Brown, Tuomas AvGustus, nay daly 


Phew’ & Son, Gracechurch 
a, Se Howden le Wee Innkeeper 


June 28 a Bishop 
— = he ve ta Gzorraey, Yarm, Yorks, Clerk in Holy Orders July 15 Daltey, 
—— Joan Ulgham Park, nr Morpeth, Northumberland June 20 Brumell & Sample, 
Durron, Cuartes Wii114m, Guilden Sutton, Corn Dealer July 1 Brassey, Chester 


Brappox, James Cuampary, Blenheim terr, Ab 
Pension 


Curry, Puts, Island of Jersey Tuly 12 2 De Veaux v Catnach, Byrne, 

Victoria st, Westminster 
London Gazeite.—Fripay, June 14. 
Grome July 13 am, Mackie, Todd, & Co v 
re, J ——. 3, Salter’s Hall ct, Cannon 

Lams, Joux, Wile’ st, Bricklayer July 13 Chivers v Middleton, Registrar, 
Manchester nanny 

Layorrer, Wit.14m, St. Anne’s on the Sea, Farmer July 13 Shuttleworth v White- 
side, Registr. wood, Lancs 


Hi1s, Tuomas, Forest Hill, Ken 
Hills, B 


ar Preston Gaulter, 


ma, Hanoitp Brovextox, — Lanes July 10 Alias v Nelson, Kekewich, J 
Machine Carpet Beating Co July 12 Booth v Ogden, 


12, Old So eag Bere —_ 
Oapen, Cuanuiz, Birkdale, 
Byrne, J Pickstone, Bedaift Lanes 
Bun nsti "Honenr Mark, Si 
ll, Byrne, J Greensted, Sittingbourn: 
London po pre —Tvrspay, June 


7s Joux, Wool Exchange st, Stati 
im ) v Fleming, ee ; Fielder & Fielder, 58, 
Cini Tuomas a! Lytham, Lancs, 
Registrar, 'Higson, 8t Anne’s on the Sea 








UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Fripvay, May 31. 
Bappi.ey, Axx, Doncaster June 30 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, June 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bacwartt, Water G, Gracechurch st High Court Pet 
April12 Ord June 11 
Bersy, Witt1am Gzorcer, Southampton, Saddler South- 


ampton Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Bucspeu. & Co, Manchester av, Aldersgate st, Manu- | 
_—— Agent h Court Pet May 25 Ord 
une 11 


a Tomas, ka ata Upholsterer Walsall 
Pet June8 Ord June 


Burgivce, Caaries Eow dl Dunstable, Beds, Fishmonger 
Luton Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Camp, Cuat.es Freperick, Southsea, Hants, Boot Dealer 
Portsmouth Pet Junell Ord — 11 


Cuvecn, Cuarntes Arsen, Ilford, Esse: | 
a High Court Pet Jone ii 


Couzs, C A. Whitehall pl High Court Pet April 30 Ord | 

une 

Davizs, Jouy, Fostendion, Baker Portmadoc Pet June | 
11 Ord June 


Harry cow, Bedworth 
Pet Junei2 Ord June 12 
Ex.we.t, Beyxsaurx, Oldbury, a Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet May 30 Ord June 11 
Exoiisn, ALFRED, Brighton, Sailmaker Brighton Pet 
Janell Ord Junell 


Evcues, Laxceror Wiu114m, Nottiogham, Clothier 
2 r Pet June 11 gnmen - 
zxx, GiLpERt, Preston, nr Wellington, lop, Farmer 

Madeley Pet June 16 Ord June 10 


Fintn, Axgruvs, ew, Yorks, Painter York Pet 
May 31 Ord June 12 


pd army Bans Birkenhead, Tobacconist Birkenhead 


rd, 8 John’s Wood, Civil Service 
er June 26 Braddon v Croas, F , 3 Bak lebone rd 


urne, Kent, Barge Builder 
e 


fog F 13 Wiggi 
Ironmonger ae 16 Atkinson v Drever, 


Eyres, Jou, 
er, 173, Mary 
J Wilde, 36, 


Geprarp, CaTHERIN: 
GoADLEY, 


Garecory, ZILTHIA. 


July 8 Baxter v 


18. Mitwakp, JOunN, 


Teape, & Co 
incoln’s inn 


Tipper, Samvet, Burslem, 











| Tuxes, Wituam, Wolverham; patter Wolver- 
hampton Pet June12 Ord 
| Wanpait, Joun WeEs.Ey, _ Water Manu- 
facturer effield Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
| weamenslameen, Frep, Kei . Yorks, 
Bradford Pet June12 Ord June 12 
West. Tuomas Joun, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Junejl Ord Juse lt 
Wuear, Rosz Anvyiz, Bilston, Staffs, Tailor Wolver- 
w ——, Pet oume 10 Ord June 10 z 
me ETHUB TALBOT —- ingston w 
ufacturer of Artificial Tee Hingston toon nal 
Pet Janell Ord June 11 
Witxiyson, Jonx, Norton, Durham, Joiner Stockton on 
Tees Pet June8 Ord June8 


WinstapE, Epwix Josuix, Greenwich, Tailor’s Manager 
Greenwich Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Woops, Artuur, High Court 
Pet May 25 Ord June 10° 


Wericut, Tomas Epwarp, Hockham,. Norfolk, Farmer 
| Norwich 


Pet June12 Ord June 12 
Amended notice substituted for that yeas in the 
London Gazette of June 11 


Joxzs, Ernnest Atuor Dew, Spring ve, Isleworth. 
Builder Brentford Pet May 22 “Ord June 7 . 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Baowatt, WALTER e< gem at June 24 at 230 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca: 
Sams, Henry "wr. LIAM, Weishechon, ~ L Sotentes 


June 21 at 11.30 24, Railway a) 
Buuspett & Co, ester a’ 7 oP nen Slane 
fa ——» J 


Agent June 25 a 12 Reckvepiy 


Cuunca, eee Avrzep, ford, Essex, ~sseedens 
ee ar June 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


June 10 | Couzs, Tk Whitehall Whitehall June 25 at 2.30 
ee... Guaseae, ‘Warminster, _ Coal Merchant | Rake db! PS shes 
Frome Pet Junell Ord June Camp, CHARLES Freperick, Boathecs, Han ts, Boot Dealer 
Herriz, Jons, Oldham, Butcher Dldham Pet June 11 | — 21 at 3 Off Rec, Cumbridge ay High st, 
me “3 Rosedale West, Yorks, Commission Agent | | 
ILLIAM, ie en: | Cossmomas Tuomas, Pi Carrier 
Bearborougi Pet Juneil Ord Juneli June 21 at 2.80 Oi ee, Byrom a Mancha 
Howz, Joux W1111am, Sheffield, Sheffield Pet | | Farnnurst, WALTER, Wigan, Lance, Mine ote 
June 12 Ord June 12 man June 91 at 3 
Joxzs, Davin Bridgend, Glam, Haulier Cardiff Pet | Francis, Anruve Srorrorp, ley, Pca, Bolici- 
June 11 Ord June 11 tor June 27 at12 Bankruptey 
zy, Rovgnr, , Essex, Farmer Chelmsford | Fu James Ciement, Gt Y. 4 June 
‘June 11 iat 12 Off Rec, 8. King st, Nor 


Locx woop, —— oe Surrey Kingston, | 
2% 
Luspy, Augs, Gt yd Watchmaker Gt | 
w ny eR Ord June 1 Cad Pro 
Mancrort. iLLiaM Herr Bhetheld prietor 
Sheffield Pet June 10 Ord June 10° 
onmeaevs, Bes Roxaxp, Pall Mali High Court Pet Feb 28 
June 1 
eri Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet May 


Paw. Bassas Builth aoe, ot Merchant 
Bu Pet June 10 Ord June 1 
Parsce, Berrixu am 3 Brighton, prt By Brighton Pet 
Seatlion , 4, 44 Bayswater, Merchant High 
505, My 
Court Pet May 2 Ord June 10 


LBERT 


Bosz, Joux Exxest Manoven, " irmi Grocer 
oi : Pet 1 Ft Moy , a Ord June a a 
Try, Jou», Sea, 
May 30" ed Jom June un — ss 


ease Lt Wextwortn, Siphoster, Y A 
arn Agent 


Pet June 12 Ord June 





Fucus, Oar. dan Gunmeaneen Frepesick Witiam 
savaes Be! Cote, Bag oe 
‘une Bankruptcy bid 
| Hate, Wittram Nicuoison, Gt See? Fish Merchant 
- oa, a @1 at Hen Off Bec, 15, Osborne st, SS eee 
-~ > wns RY. r, Rushden, Sommengun, 
Bon, Se & Northampton 
@, Grocer June 21 at 12 


wer emt Dew, Isleworth, Betiier June 21 
Rezs, Te Price, Bendhester, Geneeal 2 General June 
t3 Off Rec, B 


21 a 
aw Davin, 196, Bick ale lanchoster Builder June 21 at 


— ’ . Beonanten, Salford, General 
Sra asuaie Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


gu ee Joux, Haakrugiy Sig Carey a Maker June 24 at 12 
rey td ED pe tnteg rary ord Carman June 21 at 3 


Hors oe , Muy” -. 





Epwr, ruellgdas, Putney 
Gorpos, Joun, Methwold, ‘armer f Joly) i 
Leamington, Builder 
Games, RosEat LEpBROOKE, 
Warwick 


Hanznop, Henry, Cheltenham, Brush Maker Fn hn 12 eS sh eltenham 
Ho.umasworrs, Jouy, Kibworth, Leieester, Farmer Bale & co a Darby 
Ho.rtox, Gzorce Cuatrersy, Southwold, Suffolk June 80 Cooper, South 

Kine, Many, North Luffenham, Rutland July 6 Atter, Stamford, —" 


Lace, Bam, ee Gardens, Surrey July 15 Colman & Knight, Raymond bildgs, 

y’s 

McKenna, Nears Evceng, Pi July 9 McKenna & 
pes 


nam, Geppss Sanson, Paign 
Witsvuen, Witiiam, and Karz Witsurn, Doncaster, Tailor June 80 Atkinson & Sons, 


r 
Witson, Many, York July 10 Turner, York 





Evans, Gomes, Richmond July 13 Goddard & Co, Corahill 
Bill Poster Potts, Stockport 


June 14 


Faster, Toomas Macnacuren Turner, Wi Leicester July 9 & 
ae acne RNER, Wartnaby Hall, ¥9 Gedge & Co, 
Forp, Richarp Apams, as Shirt Manufacturer June 24 Ireland, Coleman st 


13 Le & Co, Sou! nD 
ter, Journal Westcott, 
» Thettood, ‘Norfolk 


July 1 owe ht & Co, 
Gubbington, arwick, aes naw & 6 


Co, Basin; st 
Butcher July1 Hobson, Droitwich 


Nortx, Epwarp Parsons, Bromsgrove, Worcester July 15 Wood & Co, Birmingham 


Parkes, Aticz, Knowle, Warwick July1 King & Mills, Birmingham 
Poo.z, ‘Busawnan, Harlow, Essex Suly 1 Thorneycroft, Harlow 


Symonps, Huxsert, Hastings June 30 Symonds, Manchester 
Taytor, Joserx eemnee, Oe Bristol J 


une 26 Perham & Son, Bristol 
tafford, Hatter July 10 a hy ae 
ton, Devon June 30 Hastley & y, Paignton 


Grsege, 3 Joun, Meeth, Hatherleigh, Agricultural Labourer 
24 at 11.30 6, a ter, Plymouth 
PR CHARLES Henry, Devonport, Forage Merchant 
June 24 at 10.30 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
SrocnpaLe, Jouy, and CuHarces Srooxpae. Bradford, 
Rolling Board Makers June 21 at 11 Off Rec, 3, 
Manor row, Bradford 
as Joux Epwagzp, HolJinwood, Lancs, Plumber 
June at 10 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, 


—— Feepenrick, Earistown, Lancs, Druggist June 2% 
11.15 Townhall, Roch: 


Ware, James, Cromer, Builder June 21 at 12,30 Of 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 11: 
Evans, Evan, Aberdare, Glam, Haulier June 1Sat2 1365, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
er Wits G South Saddler South- 
Pet June12 Ord June | a 
Sant HABLES FrEpERicK. Southsea, Boot Dealer Porte- 
‘ mouth Pet Junell Ord June il 





Can Heyry Carrez, 8t Leonards on Sea, Sussex, 
Coal t 8 Mot dy Ord June 11 
waa, Sapenter High 


Cramer, Wavrer, Park In, Clissold 
Court Pet May18 Ord June 1 

Eart, Harry Bowin, Bed “Warwicks, Traveller 
Coventry Pet Junel2 Ord June 12 

EnouisH, ALFRED. om Saiimaker Brighton Pet 
June 11 Ord June 


Erouzs, Layce.or , 7: ham, Clothier 
N am Pet June il Sra Jone t 

Frumix, Barnet, Birkenhead, Tobacconist Birkenhead 
Pet May 25 Ord June 12 

Fue Aivaxo Bg.t, Guildhall chm hen, Rastnghell st 

Pet March 27 Ord June 1 

HAvTsr, yo Goovenovan, Norfolk st, Park In High 

Court Pet 23 June 7 


Butcher ‘Oldham Pet June il 


Hiut, Wii11aM, Rosedale West, Yorke, Commission Agent 
Scarborough Pet June n Onl June 1 11 
Sows, Joun Witwtam, Sheffield, Engineer Sheffield Pet 
une 12 Ord June 12 

met aa cam .Grocer High Court Pet 


Heprwe, aoe 
Ord Juce 11 


Keruey, is 
Pet June 11 1 
Luspy, Avazrt Jauzs, Gt“Grimsby, Watchmaker 4 
asscernn’ Wisias Way Ghetild, Cab Propet 
AROBROFT ILLIAM Hewry, 
Sheffield Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Moog, | ——- Tuomas, Cueapside, Snow High Court 
4 High Court Pet Feb 28 Ont 


4 Ord June 8 
oe, meee, jun, Reigute” 
une 8 
P; , Se Accountant ton Pet 
wed ort ete ~ 


Ricuanps, Joun Wi1114M, Barrow in Furness, Wireworket 
Ro w Setblngton. Somers T 5 High 
INBO", " ‘own 
2 om Foc March 96 "6 re 
NPE! ‘aTuax, Lower Broug Salford, General 
Merchant ‘Maochester Pet June 7’ Ord June ll 
Scanvert, Perer 
Liverpool 


Epwanp oy 
Pot May 21. Ord 2 











Fip) 


TH 


